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ABSTRACT 
Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions  
 of Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
 
by Teri Marx 
 
Dr. Tom Pierce, Committee Chair 
Professor of Special Education 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
 Students with emotional and behavioral disorders often present with social skills 
deficits that negatively impact their outcomes in the educational setting. The inability of 
students to demonstrate appropriate social skills may lead to placement in more 
restrictive educational environments, limiting opportunities for social interactions with 
general education peers. Students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds 
are often overrepresented in the disability category of emotional and behavioral disorder 
and experience more frequent placement in more restrictive settings. Traditionally, 
students with emotional and behavioral disorders are taught social skills through direct 
instruction approaches. Limited research has identified if direct instruction approaches to 
teach social skills are also effective for students from culturally and linguistically diverse 
backgrounds with disabilities. In addition, minimal studies have focused on using general 
education peers to support the instruction of social skills to students with emotional and 
behavioral disorders. Increasing opportunities for social interactions among students with 
and without disabilities may lead to increased demonstration of social skills across 
settings and student development of social competency.  
 Two different instructional approaches were compared, traditional direct 
instruction of cooperation skills and the combination of direct instruction and cooperation 
games with general education peers. Data were analyzed to compare the effects of the 
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instructional approaches on student self-reports, general education teacher reports, and 
special education teacher reports of behavioral constructs as measured through the 
Behavior Assessment System for Children – Second Edition (BASC-2). Student 
knowledge of cooperation skills and peer perceptions of social interactions were also 
compared. Social validity measures across participants were also administered at the 
completion of the intervention.  
 The results indicated that neither of the instructional approaches influenced 
student knowledge of cooperation skills over time. Student self-reports revealed that 
students with emotional and behavioral disorders reported more positive relationships 
with their parents and more negative attitudes toward their teachers at the completion of 
the intervention, as measured through subscales of the BASC-2. The special education 
teacher at the treatment school reported a decrease in student social skills after the 
intervention. There were no significant differences in general education teacher 
perceptions of student behavioral functioning post-intervention. At the comparison 
school, differences were indicated between general and special education teacher 
perspectives of student behavioral functioning post-intervention. The general education 
peer participants reported that they were more likely to have a friend with a student with 
an emotional and behavioral disorder after participating in the cooperation games. Data 
from the social validity measures indicated that students at the treatment school had more 
positive views of the direct instruction lessons than students at the comparison school, 
and they enjoyed the cooperation games and interacting with their peers. Both general 
and special education teachers reported increases in student cooperation and interactions 
over the course of the study on a social validity measure.     
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 Nationally, students with disabilities account for 13.1% of the total student 
population [National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 2011]. According to the 
NCES, 95% of all students with disabilities receive their special education services 
within school settings that also serve the general education student population (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2012), indicating that the majority of students with disabilities 
are placed in their neighborhood school. This statistic makes it appear as though the 
nation has embraced providing students with disabilities an inclusive educational 
experience. However, a closer examination of the data reveals that a substantial number 
of students with disabilities continue to spend a large portion of their school day outside 
of the general education setting (i.e., over 60% of the school day spent outside of general 
education). While overall trends in the percentage of students with high-incidence 
disabilities (e.g., mild intellectual disabilities and learning disabilities) placed in general 
education increased over an 18 year period (1990-2008), very small increases were noted 
for students with emotional and behavioral disorders [EBD, (McLeskey, Landers, 
Williamson, & Hoppey, 2012)].  
 Students with EBD comprise a heterogeneous population. Within the literature, 
classification of EBD is acknowledged when a student presents with deficits in social 
competence (Gresham, Cook, Crews, & Kern, 2004; Olmeda & Kauffman, 2003) or 
interpersonal relationship skills (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 2003). Social 
competence is defined as peer, teacher, or parent evaluation of an individual with a 
disability successfully performing a social task (Gresham, Sugai, & Horner, 2001). 
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Within the school setting, various educational diagnoses are considered under the 
definition of EBD maintained in the literature. Examples of educational diagnoses (e.g., 
as qualified by a multidisciplinary team) that fall under the broad category of EBD are 
Emotional Disturbance and Other Health Impairments, including Attention 
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder or Oppositional Defiance Disorder (Gresham et al., 2004).  
 Many students with EBD continue to be educated outside of the general education 
setting, despite a national focus to provide services in the least restrictive environment of 
the general education classroom. Separate class settings (i.e., more restrictive placements) 
are more common for elementary and middle school students with EBD than for students 
with other disabilities (Wagner et al., 2006). In comparison to students with other 
disabilities, students with EBD are more likely to be included in general education 
settings for non-academic classes (e.g., physical education, art, music) than for academic 
classes (e.g., reading and language arts, math, science; Wagner et al., 2006). 
 Further, the percentage of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students 
(i.e., students with social, cultural, or linguistic differences from the dominant, non-
Hispanic white population) increased by 13% in the twenty year period between 1988 
and 2008 (Aud & Hannes, 2010). The increase in CLD learners has changed the 
composition of student populations in the United States (U.S.). Though civil rights laws 
were passed in the 1960s, students from CLD backgrounds have experienced a history of 
segregation and disenfranchisement in the U.S. educational system, with schools 
continuing to be segregated (Blanchett, Mumford, & Beachum, 2005; Ferri & Connor, 
2005; Green, McIntosh, Cook-Morales, & Robinson-Zanartu, 2005). In special education, 
disproportionality is evidenced (Salend, Duhaney, & Montgomery, 2002; Skiba et al., 
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2008). According to Skiba et al. (2008) disproportionality is defined as the representation 
of a group (i.e., racial or ethnic) within a disability category that is not expected given the 
group’s proportion within the total population. Disproportionality can encompass both 
over and underrepresentation. Often, cultural, language, and dialectical differences result 
in the disproportionate representation of students in special education programs (Salend 
et al., 2002).   
 African American, Native American, and Hispanic students tend to be 
disproportionately overrepresented in high incidence disability categories of intellectual, 
emotional/behavioral, and learning disabilities (Klingner et al., 2005). Asian American 
students tend to be underrepresented in high incidence categories and overrepresented in 
programs for students with gifts and talents (Salend et al., 2002). African American 
students are almost three times more likely to be identified with an intellectual disability 
and almost twice as likely to be identified with EBD (Skiba et al., 2008). In comparison 
to Caucasian students, African American students have higher dropout rates, disciplinary 
infractions, and expulsions from school (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Klingner et al., 
2005; Skiba, Wu, Kohler, Chung, & Simmons, 2001; Vincent, Randall, Cartledge, Tobin, 
& Swain-Bradway, 2011). Similar patterns are indicated for students with EBD, 
including higher dropout rates than students in any other disability category (Wagner, 
Kutash, Duchnowski, Epstein, & Sumi, 2005). The changing dynamics in the student 
population requires attention in the way educational practices are selected and 
implemented for students from CLD backgrounds in both general and special education 
settings. 
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 Results from an investigation by DeValenzuela, Copeland, Qi, and Park (2006) 
indicate that Hispanic, Native American, African American, and English Language 
Learners experience a greater likelihood of placement in segregated classrooms. 
Culturally and linguistically diverse students with EBD are even more likely to be 
educated outside of the general education setting than other students classified with EBD 
(Losen & Orfield, 2002). According to Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, Simmons, and 
Feggins-Azziz (2006), African American students with EBD are more likely to receive 
instruction in self-contained settings than any other racial/ethnic group with EBD. 
Additionally, they are 50% less likely to be placed in the least restrictive environment of 
general education (Skiba et al., 2006). As a result of being placed in more restrictive 
settings, students have limited opportunities for socialization with their peers without 
disabilities, leading to decreased social networks in the school setting (Panacek & 
Dunlap, 2003).  
 Students with EBD present with behavior challenges in the educational 
environment (Heath et al., 2004; Jull, 2009). As a result, researchers have investigated 
effective practices to meet the needs of students with EBD. Direct instruction is an 
evidence-based practice for teaching academic and behavioral skills to students with 
EBD (Landrum et al., 2003; Niesyn, 2009). Direct instruction is an educational practice 
that follows the instructional sequence of (a) modeling, (b) guided practice, (c) corrective 
feedback, and (d) independent practice (Magliaro, Lockee, & Burton, 2005). Beyond 
academic and behavioral instruction, direct instruction is also recommended to teach 
appropriate social skills to students with EBD (Elliott & Gresham, 1993).  
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 Within the literature on evidence-based practices for students with EBD, 
delineation of student race/ethnicity typically is not indicated (Mooney, Epstein, Reid, & 
Nelson, 2003; Mooney, Ryan, Uhing, Reid, & Epstein, 2005). In their review, Mooney et 
al. (2003) discuss how very little demographic information on students with EBD is 
presented, with even less information reported on CLD populations. The lack of 
discernable information on student specific characteristics, including cultural and 
linguistic differences, impacts the ability to generalize the effectiveness of interventions 
across subgroups of students with EBD (Mooney et al., 2003; Mooney et al., 2005; 
Olmeda & Kauffman, 2003). Direct instructional approaches are effective for students 
with EBD (Elliott & Gresham, 1993; Rutherford, Mathur, & Quinn, 1998). However, 
CLD learners with EBD may require student-centered (Olmeda & Kauffman, 2003) and 
cooperative instructional practices (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Cartledge & Loe, 2001) 
in addition to direct instruction, as they are more likely to respond to those approaches 
(Neal, Webb-Johnson, & McCray, 2003).  
 All students, regardless of background or ability, deserve an equitable education 
(DeValenzuela et al., 2006; Skiba et al., 2011). By incorporating educational practices 
and strategies that have demonstrated effectiveness with students with EBD and students 
from CLD backgrounds, student needs can be met (Salend et al., 2002). This chapter will 
present the overarching tenets of the proposed study in the following order: (a) inclusive 
strategies, (b) cooperative learning, (c) culturally-relevant pedagogy, and (d) experiential 
education.   
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Inclusive Strategies 
 In the field of special education, there is no consensus on a singular definition of 
inclusion. However, inclusion typically is defined as a belief that education is a human 
right, with preference given to students with disabilities being educated alongside their 
peers without disabilities (Giangreco, 2006; Smith, 2007; Thomazet, 2009; United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2001). Inclusion is not a legal 
term, but rather a philosophical stance that governs the appropriation of the least 
restrictive environment (LRE) mandate within the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004. The LRE mandate reads:  
(i) To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including 
children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with 
children who are nondisabled; and (ii) Special classes, separate schooling, or 
other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational 
environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that 
education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services 
cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (34 C.F.R. § 300.114(a)(2)) 
 The term inclusion is not used within the LRE provision. However, the LRE 
mandate clearly articulates a preference for students with disabilities being educated 
alongside students without disabilities in the general education setting (Marx et al., in 
press). Inclusion is not synonymous with LRE (Hyatt & Filler, 2011), though the terms 
are often used interchangeably, causing confusion (Douvanis & Hulsey, 2002). Hyatt and 
Filler (2011) argue that the least restrictive environment for students with disabilities is 
the general education setting. However, the regulations also specify the availability of a 
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continuum of alternative placements ranging from self-contained classrooms, to self-
contained schools, to institutions and hospitals (Yell & Katsiyannis, 2004). Though the 
continuum must be available, placement considerations for students with disabilities 
should move from less to more restrictive (Yell & Katsiyannis, 2004).   
 Additionally, students with disabilities who are placed in more restrictive 
environments (e.g., outside of the general education setting) still require access to the 
general education curriculum (Ryndak, Moore, Orlando, & Delano, 2009). Though 
access to the general education curriculum may occur throughout the continuum of 
placements, De Valenzuela et al. (2006) posit that segregated settings limit student access 
to the general education curriculum.  
 The concept of inclusion is demonstrated in educators’ reference to specific 
practices or strategies to support access. Terms such as inclusive strategies, inclusive 
education, and inclusive practices (King-Sears & Cummings, 1996; Thomazet, 2009) 
exist to link the belief of inclusion with the legal mandate of LRE. Inclusive strategies 
encompass the notion of access and extend a belief to a set of concrete practices. As a 
result, inclusive strategies support the LRE mandate (Thomazet, 2009).   
 Examples of inclusive strategies typically used in general education settings 
include: (a) cooperative learning, (b) self-management, (c) class wide peer tutoring, and 
(d) goal setting (Fitzpatrick & Knowlton, 2009; King-Sears & Cummings, 1996; Niesyn, 
2009). Self-management and goal setting require an individual student to learn a specific 
skill to use within the general education setting (Fitzpatrick & Knowlton, 2009; Niesyn, 
2009), while cooperative learning and class-wide peer tutoring utilize whole class 
approaches to facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities into general education 
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classroom structures (Nelson, Johnson, & Marchand-Martella, 1996; Stenhoff & 
Lignugaris-Kraft, 2007). Students with EBD present with behavioral challenges in the 
general education setting, causing more frequent disruptions to the learning environment 
(Heath et al., 2004; Jull, 2009). As a result, inclusive strategies emphasizing social skill 
development should be implemented. 
 Behavioral strategies utilizing general education peers (i.e., peer-mediated 
strategies) are used with students with EBD to facilitate inclusion. Social skills training, a 
strategy recommend for secondary students with EBD (Cook et al., 2008), can be peer-
mediated to allow for success in general education settings (Cook et al., 2008; Elliott & 
Gresham, 1993). Social skills are behaviors that individuals need to display when 
confronted with a social task such as listening, communicating, or working with others 
(Cook et al., 2008; Quinn, Kavale, Mathur, Rutherford, & Forness, 1999; Gresham et al., 
2001). Social skills require direct instruction, student learning, and student demonstration 
of the skills. Social skills training provides instruction on necessary skills required to 
perform social tasks, and can encompass teaching new skills or providing remediation of 
identified social skill deficits (Gresham et al., 2004). As an inclusive strategy, social 
skills training can be peer-mediated, using general education peers as instructors or 
models (Maag, 2005; Salisbury, Gallucci, Palombaro, & Peck, 1995). The inclusion of 
peers may also lead to social competence (Mathur, Kavale, Quinn, Forness, & 
Rutherford, 1998). 
 Additionally, Schoger (2006) suggests the use of peer-mediated strategies within 
restrictive or self-contained settings (i.e., reverse inclusion), where general education 
peers come to the classroom of students with disabilities as opposed to the other way 
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around. The goal of this strategy is to support students with disabilities in developing the 
skills required in the general education setting, within a setting that is familiar to the 
students (Schoger, 2006). Although research is still emerging, peer-mediated strategies 
within restrictive placement settings have been utilized with students with EBD (Schoger, 
2006).  
Cooperative Learning 
 Cooperative learning is an educational strategy that involves students working 
together in small groups to accomplish a shared task (Cartledge & Cochran, 1993; Goor 
& Schwenn, 1993; Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000; Slavin, 1980). Kagan (1989) 
discusses cooperative learning from a structural approach. The structures can facilitate 
student learning across academic subjects and are repeated across a variety of lessons. 
There are many different cooperative learning structures that are utilized in the classroom 
(e.g., jigsaw, think-pair-share, and roundtable; Kagan, 1989). In contrast to Kagan’s 
view, others propose that cooperative learning takes place when students work toward a 
shared goal, regardless of if a structure is in place (Goor & Schwenn, 1993; Johnson, 
Johnson, & Roseth, 2010; Slavin, 1980). Cooperative learning encompasses the following 
features: (a) positive interdependence among students, (b) group heterogeneity, (c) shared 
learning goals, (d) instruction on skills required for cooperation, and (e) individual 
accountability (Goor & Schwenn, 1993; Rice, 1994). Regardless of the cooperative 
structure or approach utilized, the element of positive interdependence must be present; 
an individual needs to believe that his or her success results from group success, as that 
belief facilitates cooperation amongst all students (Johnson et al., 2010).  
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 With any cooperative learning structure or approach, the underlying goal is to 
promote positive student interaction that results in a group’s accomplishment of a 
presented task (Battistich, Solomon, & Delucchi, 1993). Teachers may believe they are 
incorporating cooperative learning structures into their instruction when they require 
students to work in small groups. However, without integrating the essential features 
required of cooperative learning or instructing students on how to cooperate, their efforts 
may result in failed implementation (Battistich et al., 1993; Goor & Schwenn, 1993; 
Johnson et al., 2010). In order for cooperative learning approaches to be implemented 
effectively, students require instruction in cooperating with one another in group settings 
(Rice, 1994). Rice (1994) suggests that teachers spend instructional time on developing 
student social skills to promote cooperation.  
Culturally-Relevant Pedagogy 
 As the number of CLD students has been increasing within the total population of 
students in the U.S., educators and researchers have been determining best practices to 
assist teachers with aligning students’ cultural backgrounds within school contexts 
(Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011; Ladson-Billings, 1992; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Richards, 
Brown, & Forde, 2007). Culturally-relevant pedagogy (CRP), coined by Ladson-Billings 
(1992), provides a theoretical foundation for addressing the needs of diverse populations 
within the context of multicultural education (Gay, 2002). Rooted in CRP are three tenets 
informing practice: (a) students must have success in academics; (b) students need to 
develop cultural competence; and (c) students need to challenge the status quo through 
development of a critical conscious (Ladson-Billings, 1995). Also essential to CRP is the 
understanding that schools are extensions of larger communities. Students’ language and 
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communication structures (both verbal and non-verbal) develop from the home and the 
community in which students are raised, and thus should be reflected in school settings 
(Ladson-Billings, 1992). Both academic and behavioral needs of students can be met 
through practices evolving out of CRP.  
 Culturally-relevant pedagogy provides a didactic context for practices associated 
with positive results in educating students from CLD backgrounds (Cartledge & Kourea, 
2008; Gay, 2002). In practice, CRP addresses institutional, personal, and instructional 
domains (Richards et al., 2007). The institutional domain looks into how CRP can fit into 
larger systemic contexts (i.e., educational systems) including (a) school organization, (b) 
policy development that considers students’ diverse backgrounds, and (c) community 
involvement (Richards et al., 2007). The personal domain considers an individual’s 
ability to be self-reflective, to confront personal biases, and to explore personal histories, 
as well as those of students and families (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Richards et al., 
2007). The instructional domain consists of specific instructional practices that recognize 
and affirm a student’s cultural and linguistic background, as well as respect a student’s 
personal and community identity (Richards, et al., 2007). Perspectives of CLD students 
have been qualitatively investigated to identify correlations between their views and the 
tenets of CRP (Howard, 2001; Howard, 2002; Irizarry, 2007). 
 In their review of the literature, Olmeda and Kauffman (2003) concluded that 
interventions targeting CLD students with EBD should embed culturally-relevant 
instructional practices to support students’ social competence. Specific practices 
supported by researchers include (a) the development of relationships between students 
and teachers, (b) interactive educational approaches, and (c) strategies encouraging the 
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collectivity of students to develop a classroom community (Adkins, 2012; Brown-Jeffy & 
Cooper, 2011; Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Gay, 2002; Howard, 2001; Irizarry, 2007). 
Culturally-relevant instructional practices for both academics and behavior focus on 
approaches that promote student interaction and engagement.   
Experiential Education 
 Experiential education is a philosophy emphasizing student-centered approaches 
and relates student learning to direct experience, as opposed to making students connect 
to an abstract concept (Ewert, 1999). The Association for Experiential Education (AEE) 
recognizes a multitude of educational approaches exemplifying the student-centered 
nature of experiential education. They include: (a) outdoor education, (b) recreational 
education, (c) adventure-based education, and (d) service learning (AEE, 2013). Outdoor, 
recreational, and adventure-based educational approaches typically occur outside of the 
school setting, but can involve students from public schools (Conley, Caldarella, & 
Young, 2007; Smith, Steel, & Gidlow, 2010; Thomas, 2010). Service learning 
approaches (e.g., school or community enrichment projects) are more frequently 
observed in school and classroom settings, as they directly relate to academic content. 
Mink and O’Steen (2003) discuss the need for experiential educational approaches, 
including adventure-based approaches, to be used in the traditional school setting to 
support overall student development. Inherent to many of the experiential educational 
approaches is the use of teambuilding (Midura & Glover, 2005).    
 Teambuilding is viewed as the instructional practice that places the experiential 
educational philosophy into a real-life context. Tuckman (1965) identified a sequential 
process through which small groups are established: (a) forming, (b) storming, (c) 
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norming, (d) performing, and (e) transforming. The forming stage refers to the initial 
introduction of group members to one another to establish a group. Storming describes 
early disagreement or tension amongst group members based on differing views or 
perspectives. Norming is the stage where group members agree on standards for 
performance. The norming stage leads into the performing stage when members work 
together to accomplish shared goals. The final stage of the group formation process is 
transforming. Groups change as a result of the process and are more readily able to 
respond to demands collectively (Tuckman, 1965). Teambuilding is built on the 
foundation of group dynamics (Cain, 2003). The successful implementation of 
teambuilding requires adherence to a similar sequential process to that of group formation 
(Midura & Glover, 2005). Cooperation, trust, problem-solving, and challenge are the 
sequential markers for teambuilding, and allow participants to systematically move 
through the group establishment process (White & Dinos, 2010). There are specific 
teambuilding activities that lie within each of the sequential processes (Cain, 2003; 
Midura & Glover, 2005).  
Statement of Problem  
Too often, educators isolate only one piece of the puzzle. Focus is placed on 
identifying effective practices based on student’s disability category, racial or ethnic 
background, or educational placement. By isolating only one piece (e.g., effective 
strategies for students with EBD), they may negate the other pieces of the puzzle (e.g., 
culturally-relevant practices or inclusive strategies). Rather than identifying each piece in 
isolation, educators should find the intersection to support in the selection of instructional 
practices that comprise a complete puzzle.  
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Within the literature surrounding best practices for CLD learners, students with 
EBD, and students placed in restrictive settings, cooperative learning has a strong 
research base (Cartledge & Cochran, 1993; Johnson, Johnson, Warring, & Maruyama, 
1986; King-Sears & Cummings, 1996; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Pomplun, 1997). Despite 
cooperative learning being suggested as an effective instructional approach for a variety 
of learners, Wagner et al. (2006) found that whole class instruction is used in middle 
school settings. Lecture-based group instruction is used as an instructional approach more 
frequently than small group learning structures and individualized teacher instruction 
(Wagner et al., 2006). Battistich et al. (1993) maintain that the limited implementation of 
cooperative learning may be due to lack of teacher preparation in how to teach 
cooperation and social skills.  
Additionally, researchers indicate that students be instructed on cooperation and 
social skills prior to participation in cooperative learning activities (Prater, Bruhl, & 
Serna, 1998; White & Dinos, 2010). Within the literature, skills required for student 
cooperation are typically synonymous with social skills (Prater et al., 1998; Rice, 1994). 
Essentially, cooperation in the school setting requires students to demonstrate the 
necessary adaptive behaviors (i.e., prosocial skills, leadership, and communication) along 
with the ability to manage and regulate maladaptive behaviors (i.e., externalizing 
behaviors, aggression, and inattentiveness). Demonstrating adaptive behaviors and 
regulating maladaptive behaviors may support students with EBD in positively 
interacting with peers (Terzian, 2012). For CLD learners with EBD, cooperation is often 
difficult, either because of cultural dissonance (Webb-Johnson, 2002) or an inability to 
regularly demonstrate the required skills based on characteristics inherent to a diagnosis 
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of EBD (Bower, 1982). Instructing students in cooperation skills and allowing them to 
practice learned skills with peers through interactive teambuilding activities has the 
potential to bridge current divides in effective practice.      
Purpose of the Study and Rationale 
 Each of the identified theoretical underpinnings for this study (i.e., inclusive 
strategies, cooperative learning, culturally-relevant pedagogy, and experiential education) 
contributes to the foundation of the proposed intervention. Peer modeling will be used as 
an inclusive strategy to support students’ skill development. The study will also 
incorporate a cooperative and experiential approach (i.e., cooperation games) as an 
instructional practice to teach students cooperation skills for success in educational 
settings. The interactive approach and the use of typical peers are also culturally-relevant 
practices.  
 Cooperation, when taught in a culturally-relevant and inclusive manner, supports 
the transferability and generalizability of learned skills. Experiential educational practices 
support in the instruction of cooperation skills required for success in the educational 
environment (Cain, 2003; Midura & Glover, 2005). Teambuilding allows for a specific 
behavior (i.e., cooperation) to be taught within a social context, a recommended strategy 
for social skills instruction and behavioral interventions (Farmer & Cadwallader, 2000). 
The teambuilding approach used in this study was cooperation games requiring 
interaction between students with EBD and their peers without disabilities. The purpose 
of this study was to examine the effectiveness of cooperation games on the social skill 
development and social interactions of students with EBD. Measures of student social 
skills were obtained from student self-report, general education teacher reports, and 
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special education teacher reports on the Behavior Assessment System for Children – 
Second Edition (BASC-2; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). In addition, a curriculum based 
measurement (CBM) assessed student understanding of task analyzed cooperation skills. 
To understand the perceptions of peers without disabilities, a questionnaire was 
administered. Additional social validity measures were taken across students with EBD, 
general education teachers, and special education teachers.   
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on student self-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to students with 
EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
Research Question 2 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on special education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
Research Question 3 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on general education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
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Research Question 4 
 Will there be significantly different scores based on teacher type (i.e., general 
education vs. special education) on teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment for middle 
school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in cooperation and who 
participate in cooperation games from pre-assessment to post-assessment when compared 
to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
Research Question 5 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on a curriculum based measurement when compared to students with EBD who 
only receive direct instruction?  
Research Question 6 
 Will middle school peer models who participate in cooperation games with 
students with EBD demonstrate significantly different scores on a social validity 
questionnaire from pre-test to post-test?  
Definition of Terms 
 Adaptive behaviors. An individual’s demonstration of appropriate emotional 
expression and control, daily-living skills inside and outside the home, and 
communication skills, as well as prosocial, organizational, study, and other adaptive 
skills (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). 
 Behavioral Assessment and Screening for Children – Second Edition (BASC-
2). A multidimensional assessment system used to evaluate the adaptive and maladaptive 
behavioral functioning of children and young adults (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004).  
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 Cooperative learning. Cooperative learning is an educational pedagogy that 
involves students working together in small groups to accomplish a shared task 
(Cartledge & Cochran, 1993; Goor & Schwenn, 1993; Johnson et al., 2000; Slavin, 1980) 
 Culturally-relevant pedagogy. A pedagogical framework addressing specific 
educational practices that teachers can use in their classrooms to further develop their 
own cultural awareness, as well as that of their students. Culturally relevant pedagogy’s 
underpinnings are: (a) students having success in academics; (b) students needing to 
develop cultural competence; and (c) students needing to challenge the status quo through 
development of a critical conscious, regardless of a student’s cultural background 
(Ladson-Billings, 1995). 
 Culturally and linguistically diverse students. Students with social, cultural, or 
linguistic differences from the dominant, non-Hispanic white population (Cartledge & 
Loe, 2001).    
 Disproportionality. The representation of a group (i.e., racial or ethnic) within a 
disability category that is not expected given the group’s proportion within the total 
population; disproportionality can encompass both over and underrepresentation (Skiba 
et al., 2008).  
 Experiential education. An educational pedagogy emphasizing student-centered 
approaches that relate student learning to direct experience, as opposed to making 
students connect to an abstract concept (Ewert, 1999). 
 Inclusion. A belief that education is a human right, with preference given to 
students with disabilities being educated alongside their nondisabled peers (Giangreco, 
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2006; Smith, 2007; Thomazet, 2009; United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization, 2001). 
 Inclusive strategies.  Inclusive strategies refer to specific instructional practices 
that facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education setting. 
Inclusive strategies bridge the belief of inclusion with the practice of educating students 
in the least restrictive environment.  
 Emotional and behavioral disorders. According to the Nevada Administrative 
Code (NAC), for a student to qualify for EBD, he or she must present with one or more 
of the following characteristics: (a) an inability to learn that is not a result of intellectual, 
sensory, or other health influences, (b) an inability to build or sustain interpersonal peer 
or adult relationships, (c) inappropriate behaviors or feelings, (d) persistent mood of 
unhappiness or depression, (e) experiencing somatic symptoms as a result of school or 
personal problems, and (f) fears associated with school or personal problems (NAC, 
2013).  In order for a student to be eligible for special education services under the 
category of EBD, he or she must present with one or more of the identified characteristics 
for at least three months, and the characteristics must have an adverse affect on the 
child’s educational performance (NAC, 2013). 
 Maladaptive behaviors. An individual’s demonstration of negative behaviors 
including externalizing behaviors (e.g., aggression, hyperactivity, and delinquency); 
internalizing behaviors (e.g., anxiety, depression, and somatization); and school problems 
(e.g., academic difficulties, including problems of motivation, attention, learning, and 
cognition; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004).  
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 Social skills. Behaviors that individuals need to display when confronted with a 
social task such as listening, communicating, or working with others. Social skills require 
instruction, student learning, and student demonstration of the skills (Cook et al., 2008).  
 Teambuilding. Teambuilding can be viewed as an instructional practice 
mediating the experiential educational philosophy into real-life practice. Teambuilding 
follows a sequential process to support in the development of teams or educational 
groups (Midura & Glover, 2005).  
Limitations 
1. The sample size was small, which increased the chances of making a Type II 
error. 
2. Randomization was not used in this study, which may have impacted the 
generalizability of the findings.  
3. Two different middle school sites were used, so educational practices may not 
have been consistent across settings.  
4. Two different teachers were used in the study, based on the study taking place at 
different school sites. 
5. The teacher at the comparison school’s fidelity to implementation was 83% which 
may have impacted the direct instruction in cooperation.  
6. Student attrition over the course of the study limited the ability to collect post-test 
data on certain assessments.    
7. The use of different teachers across study participants may have impacted the 
consistency in ratings on the teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment.  
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8. The pre- and post-administration of the BASC-2 may not have been administered 
with enough time in between which may have resulted in inaccurate behavioral 
measures or an inability to see true change in student behavior over time.  
9. General education teachers at the treatment school did not complete pre-tests on 
the students which impacted the ability to determine changes over time as a result 
of the intervention. 
10. Because the intervention used a combination of direct instruction, cooperation 
games, and peer involvement, inferences about which component or components 
influenced the results were not able to be made.     
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 Culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students with emotional and 
behavioral disorders (EBD) present with a variety of social and behavioral needs. 
Students with EBD who are placed in more restrictive school settings have limited 
opportunities to interact with their typical peers which may cause them to feel alienated 
in their schools (Panacek & Dunlap, 2003). Many students with EBD differ from their 
general education peers with regard to their social competency (Carlson, 1987), their 
demonstration of problem behaviors (DiGennaro-Reed, McIntyre, Dusek, & Quintero, 
2011), and their ability to mitigate conflict (Wiener & Schneider, 2002). For students 
with EBD, developing friendships that lead to peer group belonging is difficult (Vaughn, 
Elbaum, & Boardman, 2001; Wiener & Schneider, 2002), as they have limited 
opportunities for social interaction with general education peers (Chadsey & Han, 2005; 
Panacek & Dunlap, 2003; Salend, 1999). Students from CLD backgrounds who are also 
diagnosed with EBD are even more likely to be placed in more restrictive settings (Losen 
& Orfield, 2002). As a result, opportunities for CLD students with EBD to interact with 
peers without disabilities are limited.      
 Social skills training interventions are used to teach students with EBD specific 
skills (e.g., cooperation) needed for success in the educational setting (Cook, Gresham, 
Kern, Barreras, Thornton, & Crews, 2008). However, social skills instruction does not 
necessarily equate to students developing appropriate peer interactions, as demonstrated 
by the fact that many students with EBD continue to lack reciprocated friendships with 
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typical peers (Estell, Jones, Pearl, & VanAcker, 2009). Additionally, training in social 
skills may not always lead to social competence or the development of skills deemed as 
socially valid (Gresham, 1983). Farmer and Cadwallader (2000) emphasize the 
importance of teaching social skills within social contexts (e.g., within classrooms or peer 
groups) to simultaneously address peer factors that may encourage or discourage student 
demonstration of skills.  
 To improve the social skills and interactions of students with EBD, building a 
classroom community through facilitated peer interactions is encouraged for students 
with EBD (Salisbury, Gallucci, Palombaro, & Peck, 1995) and CLD learners (Howard, 
2002; Lo, Loe, & Cartledge, 2002). Cooperative and experiential educational strategies 
enable interactions between students with and without disabilities (Glass & Benshoff, 
2002; Johnson & Johnson, 1984a; Johnson, Johnson, Warring, & Maruyama, 1986) and 
promote student demonstration of appropriate social skills (Conley, Caldarella, & Young, 
2007; Slavin, Madden, & Leavey, 1984; White & Dinos, 2010). In some instances, 
cooperation skills may need to be taught prior to cooperative or experiential educational 
activities (Prater, Bruhl, & Serna, 1998; White & Dinos, 2010). The direct instruction of 
social skills in combination with cooperative learning has similarly been shown to 
increase social communication and interactions for females with and at-risk for EBD 
(Rutherford, Mathur, & Quinn, 1998) as well as for male students with EBD (Nelson, 
Johnson, & Marchand-Martella, 1996). The following review will discuss the literature 
related to the social interactions and social skills instructional approaches to address how 
the needs of CLD learners and students with EBD can be met.    
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Social Interactions of Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
 Social interactions are important for all students, but especially for students who 
are placed in restrictive educational placements (Salisbury, Gallucci, Palombaro, & Peck, 
1995). During adolescent years, belonging to a peer group is vital to the long-term 
development of a child (Veronneau & Dishion, 2011) and is a predictor of social and 
academic adjustment (Wentzel, McNamara-Barry, & Caldwell, 2004). Likewise, 
belonging to a peer group at the start of middle school has been shown to influence the 
academic achievement of students, when taking into consideration the influence of 
prosocial behavior (Wentzel & Caldwell, 1997). Understanding the social interactions of 
students with EBD from a variety of perspectives (e.g., self-reports, teacher reports, and 
peer perspectives) is important when considering peer group functioning in the school 
setting.   
 Litvak, Ritchie, and Shore (2011) conducted a study to investigate the 
perspectives of high achieving and average performing students’ attitudes toward 
students with disabilities (e.g., ID, LD, EBD) within inclusive classrooms. Student 
perceptions were considered for both social and academic impacts. Gender was also 
included to determine any differences in perspective toward students with disabilities.   
 An inclusive school setting in Montreal, Canada was used as the study site. 
Fourteen different classrooms with at least one student identified with a disability housed 
participants. A scale measuring attitudes toward individuals with disabilities was 
administered to 234 students across fourth through sixth grade classrooms (117 male and 
117 female). Interviews were conducted with 60 students (30 high-achievers and 30 
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average achievers). All of the classrooms were in the same school setting. The school was 
comprised of students from middle class families from various races/ethnicities.  
 An attitude scale was administered to peers of students with disabilities in 
inclusive classrooms. Semi-structured interviews about classmates with disabilities were 
conducted with peers. All interviews were recorded and transcribed. To analyze the data 
from the attitude scale, an ANOVA was run. A constant comparison method was used to 
analyze the interview data and themes were coded. Results from the scale indicated no 
statistically significant differences between high and average achievers. Females had 
more positive attitudes toward students with disabilities than males, but Litvak et al. 
(2011) were unsure if the differences resulted from gender or disability status since more 
males were identified as having disabilities than females. The results from interviews 
with high and average achievers indicated four different types of relationships they had 
with peers with disabilities: (1) no relationship, (2) acting as a helper on academics, (3) 
acquaintance, and (4) friend. Ten of the students interviewed did not indicate that they 
knew anyone in their class with a disability. Approximately one third of the interviewed 
students stated that they had no relationship with a classmate with a disability. Some of 
the high achievers reported that they felt as though they learned less as a result of having 
a student with a disability in their class because the level or pace of the class caused them 
to feel bored. Across high and average achievers, the types of relationships indicated with 
students with disabilities were similar.  
 Based on their findings, Litvak et al. (2011) concluded that ability (i.e., high or 
average achieving) does not appear to impact the types of relationships peers have with 
students with disabilities, so grouping students across abilities should not be impacted. 
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Additionally, the authors encouraged the use of differentiated instruction for all learners, 
including high achievers. Litvak et al. (2011) further noted that peers may need to be 
informed of who their classmates are that have disabilities to ensure they are answering 
interview questions about the correct student population.  
 Panacek and Dunlap (2003) qualitatively investigated the perspectives of students 
with EBD in comparison to their typical peers with regard to their socialization within 
school settings. The students with EBD who participated in the study were placed in self-
contained classrooms. Consent was obtained for 24 students with EBD. Students without 
disabilities were then matched to the sample of students with EBD and consent was 
attained for 20 participants. All of the students were between the ages of seven and 
eleven years old (M = 9.95 years old) and were from various racial/ethnic backgrounds. 
The total sample consisted of 14 pairs of students (n = 28; 24 male, 4 female). Twenty-
six of the students qualified for free and reduced lunch. All of the students attended 
school in a large district in the southeastern United States. Five different schools were 
selected and students in second through fifth grade were included.  
 For all of the participants, rating scales on child behavior were administered. In 
addition, participants engaged in semi-structured interviews using the Social Network 
Assessment Protocol (SNAP) that was modified from two existing protocols. The SNAP 
was used to assess the level of social integration, the social networks of students, and 
determine who students viewed as important social support providers. The SNAP was 
completed during interviews. All of the interviewers had previous experience 
administering the SNAP and had experience working with students with EBD. All of the 
interviews were individually administered and were 30-90 minutes in length based on 
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student attentiveness and how detailed the students were with their social networks. The 
interviews gathered information on the number and types of interactions students had, 
and collected data on types of individuals students identified in interactions (e.g., peers, 
family members, and teachers). Two interviews were conducted with each participant.  
 Prior to the interviews, coding themes were established based on the research 
questions. Codes were identified for types of activities (e.g., segregated, physically 
integrated, and socially integrated), group membership (e.g., integrated, non-integrated, 
or family), and individual networks. All of the interviews were tape recorded. Interrater 
reliability was assessed.  
 Both groups of students (with and without EBD) reported similar numbers of 
activities. All of the students without disabilities reported being involved in socially 
integrated activities, while only 8% of students with EBD reported the same type of 
integration. Students without disabilities had larger social networks in the school setting 
than students with EBD. Friends were listed as the highest social network group for both 
types of students, but for students with EBD, the majority of individuals in their social 
networks were non-integrated. Friend social networks for students with EBD were 
identified outside of the self-contained classroom setting only 6% of the time. For both 
groups, family members were the most frequently reported as being an important social 
support. Students with EBD reported adults more frequently than peers as being 
important. Students without disabilities reported that their friends were from school, 
which was a greater percentage than students with EBD whose friend group was typically 
identified outside of the school setting.  
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 Panacek and Dunlap (2003) identified that students with EBD tend to have limited 
social networks in the school setting, even when they are placed in their neighborhood 
school. They recommended that the social experiences of students with EBD should be 
considered when educational placement is being discussed or determined.  
 Salisbury, Gallucci, Palombaro, and Peck (1995) qualitatively investigated 
successful social integration strategies used by general education teachers in inclusive 
schools. The study included a sample of 18 general education teachers in two inclusive 
elementary schools (grades K-6). Ten teachers were observed and participated in 
interviews. Eight teachers participated in a focus group. The study was split into two 
separate phases. During the first phase, the teachers were directly observed for a 
minimum of three hours and were interviewed for 60-90 minutes. The observations and 
interviews were focused around successful strategies to develop social relationships of 
students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms. Field notes were collected during the 
observations, and all of the interviews were recorded and transcribed. Themes from the 
first phase were identified and became the talking points during a 60 minute focus group, 
which was the second phase of the study.  
 For the interview data, a constant comparison method was used to identify five 
themes. Salisbury et al. (1995) triangulated their data through interviews, direct 
observations, and a focus group. Multiple researchers were used in the study as a way to 
validate the findings, and member checks were completed with the phase one interview 
participants to ensure the accuracy of their findings. Five themes on strategies to facilitate 
social relationships among students with disabilities emerged: (a) actively facilitating 
interactions, (b) giving power to the kids, (c) modeling acceptance, (d) building 
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classroom community, and (e) obtaining support from the school. The identified themes 
incorporated specific strategies including the use of cooperative grouping for social and 
instructional integration, not just physical integration into the classroom setting. 
Additionally, classroom teachers indicated collaborative problem-solving and structured 
times and opportunities for interaction were important.  
 Salisbury et al. (1995) suggested that more teachers and more school types should 
be included for analysis to corroborate their findings. They emphasized the importance of 
identifying strategies that teachers felt were working with their students as the basis for 
designing interventions, as opposed to specializing instruction.  
 Cawley, Hayden, Cade, and Baker-Kroczynski (2002) investigated the impacts of 
a university partnership, research-to-practice project in general education science settings 
on the academic and behavioral performance of students with emotional disturbance and 
learning disabilities. Fifteen middle school teachers participated in the study and were 
broken up into teams of three. There were seven general education and eight special 
education teacher participants. Data were collected on 114 junior high school students. 
The teachers participated in an 80-hour summer training program where they learned 
hands-on science lessons from a mentor teacher who acted as a consultant. Student 
participants attended an inner-city public school with 97% of students qualifying for free 
and reduced lunch and 72% of students considered non-White.  
 After participating in summer training, the teachers developed lesson plans to 
support the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education science settings. 
The teachers then implemented their plans in the school. Student data were collected on 
discipline referrals and teacher anecdotal records of behaviors. Academic data were 
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collected through student portfolios and final exams. The students with disabilities also 
received teacher made study guides, extra time for studying, and modifications to exams 
in accordance with their individualized education plans.  
 Cawley et al. (2002) calculated mean scores on the final exams for comparative 
purposes. The mean percentage of students’ final exams was a 69.24% and 71.52% on 
final course grades. Based on the teacher observational data collected through anecdotal 
records, Cawley et al. indicated an increase in socialization among students with 
disabilities and their typical peers during the hands-on activities. Cawley et al. also 
compared the number of student discipline referrals both inside and outside of the science 
classroom and found that the number of discipline referrals for student participants inside 
the science classroom was less than the number of discipline referrals outside of the 
science classroom, indicating the effectiveness of the science lessons on the behavioral 
performance of students with disabilities in the inclusive setting.  
 Cawley et al. (2002) determined that students with disabilities had comparable 
academic performance to their general education peers given the same instruction. 
Additionally, they noted that there were no adverse affects on the general education peers 
who were in classes with students with disabilities. Moreover, Cawley et al. determined 
that mentoring general education teachers was a successful strategy to support the 
inclusion of students with ED and LD into the science classroom.  
 Farmer and Hollowell (1994) conducted a study to extend their previous research 
comparing the social and peer networks of students with EBD in structured settings to 
students with EBD in mainstream classroom settings. The research was conducted to 
understand the social relationships of students with EBD in mainstream settings. Twenty 
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students with EBD across sixteen classrooms participated. Students were between third 
and sixth grade. Eighteen students were male (11 White and 7 African American) and 
two students were female (both African American). Across the 16 classrooms, 246 peers 
participated in interviews. The classrooms were located in two school districts across 
nine different urban, suburban, and rural school settings.  
 Group interviews were conducted with students using questionnaire forms. A 
social network assessment was used to identify peer groups. Additionally, peer 
assessment and self-report data were collected. For students with EBD, teacher reports 
were completed and used to confirm a student’s status as EBD. The group interviews 
were used to identify peer networks or clusters. Subsequent analysis on peer networks 
included a measure of centrality, or nomination frequency. Four different centrality 
measures were possible (e.g., nuclear, secondary, peripheral, or isolation). Peer 
assessments were used to measure perceptions of social and behavioral characteristics. 
The peer assessment data were compared to the teacher reports.  
 Chi-square analyses were conducted on the social centrality measures across 
gender and educational classification (i.e., students with EBD, gifts and talents, or 
average performers). Subsequent odds-ratio analyses were performed. A one-way 
ANOVA on the peer assessments was conducted. Significant interactions were followed 
by separate t-tests across social characteristics, gender, and educational classification. 
Farmer and Hollowell found significant differences between groups on peer assessments. 
Boys with EBD were perceived as more likely to start fights (p < .0001) and to engage in 
disruptive behaviors (p < .0001). Males with EBD were more likely to be viewed as 
aggressive and disruptive than males of average performance or males with gifts and 
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talents. Males with gifts and talents had higher levels of cooperation than males with 
EBD. Fewer differences were noted for female students.  
 On the social network assessment, 91 peer clusters were identified across the 16 
classrooms. Of the 20 students with EBD, 15 males were identified in peer clusters (8 
nuclear, 5 secondary, 2 peripheral, and 3 isolated). Two females with EBD were 
identified in peer clusters (1 nuclear, 1 secondary). Based on the results of a chi-square 
analysis, there was a significant relationship between centrality and educational 
classification (p < .05). Students with EBD were less likely to have nuclear measures of 
centrality than students with gifts and talents, and were more likely to have nuclear 
measures of centrality than students with LD or average performance. Similar results 
were found for isolation. Intraclass correlations were conducted on the peer cluster data. 
Results indicated that peer clusters tend to reflect students with similar characteristics.  
 Based on their results, Farmer and Hollowell (1994) concluded that students with 
EBD tend to associate with peers similar to themselves with regard to social 
characteristics. As rated by peers, students with EBD and their similar peers had lower 
levels of cooperation, leadership, and academic achievement. In mainstream classes, 
students with EBD were socially integrated with some peers and had some friendships. 
Social behaviors, based on the findings, were supported by peer groups. Farmer and 
Hollowell recommended that future research target the use of social skills training 
programs within peer clusters. 
 Socialization, as it relates to the educational needs of students with EBD, needs to 
be considered in the school setting (Panacek & Dunlap, 2003). Peer groups tend to form 
among individuals with similarities (Farmer & Hollowell, 1994). As a result, instructing 
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all students on the skills required for appropriate social interactions within peer groups is 
encouraged (Salisbury et al., 1995). To increase the likelihood of students with EBD 
belonging to a peer group, active facilitation of social interactions needs to occur in the 
school setting (Salisbury et al., 1995). 
Comparing Instructional Approaches for Students with Disabilities 
 Varying instructional methods are used to teach social-emotional and behavioral 
skills to students with disabilities.  Direct instruction, cooperative learning, and 
independent learning are among the strategies often used (Rutherford, Mathur, & Quinn, 
1998). Researchers have been comparing instructional approaches to determine the most 
effective strategies to increase social skills (Prater, Bruhl, & Serna, 1998; Rutherford et 
al., 1998) and on-task behavior (Nelson, Johnson, & Marchand-Martella, 1996) in 
students with disabilities.    
 A study comparing direct instruction, cooperative learning, and independent 
learning strategies on the behavior of students with EBD was conducted (Nelson, 
Johnson, and Marchand-Martella, 1996). The purpose of the study was to determine 
which instructional approach was the most effective at increasing on-task behavior and 
decreasing disruptive behaviors. The study was conducted in the state of Washington in a 
self-contained classroom setting used for behavioral intervention. An experimental 
classroom was used for the duration of the study that included all participants and 
brought in typical peers. Four male students with EBD were participants. All of the 
students had a history of severe behavioral problems including verbal and physical 
aggression toward staff and students and non-compliance. The participants were third 
grade students between the ages of eight and nine years old.  
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 The study used an alternating treatments, single-subject research design. Three 
different conditions were compared: (1) direct instruction, (2) cooperative learning, and 
(3) independent learning. Before the start of the study, the implementing teacher was 
trained in each of the conditions using a fidelity checklist to provide corrective feedback. 
Each condition was introduced for six days over an eighteen day total. Two weeks prior 
to the start of the study, all participants were introduced to each of the study conditions so 
students had a prior understanding of teacher expectations and instructional design. Each 
of the conditions was implemented in a mathematics class that assessed different 
mathematical concepts that were randomized across sessions to minimize sequence 
effects and student fatigue. Each of the sessions lasted for 30 minutes.  
 The direct instruction condition followed the same sequence each session: (a) 
introduction of the lesson with review of pre-requisite math skills, (b) presentation of the 
new information through modeling, (c) guided practice with the new information, and (d) 
independent practice with the new material. The cooperative learning condition followed 
the same sequence each session: (a) introduction of the lesson with review of pre-
requisite skills and identification of skills required to work in groups, (b) establish 
individual and group performance contingencies, (c) establish teams with one participant 
and two to three peers, and (d) review performance by determining if groups met their 
contingencies and followed the group work skills. In the independent learning condition, 
the students received a folder with the lesson information and performance requirement. 
The teacher was available to answer questions the students had.    
 All of the sessions were video recorded, with the camera being introduced two 
weeks before the study started so the students were familiar with being recorded. The 
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camera lights were covered so students would not know if they were being recorded. The 
video recordings were used to analyze verbally or physically on-task behaviors (e.g., 
academic and task-management), as well as disruptive behaviors (e.g., hitting, yelling, 
playing with materials, disengagement). A ten-second partial-interval recording method 
was used where intervals were randomly identified across each 30 minute session. Fifty-
percent of all sessions were observed by a second observer. The behavioral data were 
analyzed through visual analysis of graphs with the percentage of on-task and disruptive 
behaviors depicted. The graphs reported data for all four participants across all three 
conditions and comparisons of means were made (Nelson et al., 1996).  
 Results of the visual analysis indicated stable patterns in on-task behavior across 
all three conditions with the highest percentage of on-task behavior found during the 
direct instruction condition. Findings were similar across all participants. The lowest 
percentage of disruptive behavior was during the direct instruction condition, with similar 
findings indicated across participants. Nelson et al. concluded that the direct instruction 
of academic skills was identified as the most effective instructional strategy for 
increasing on-task behavior and decreasing disruptive behavior. However, the authors 
noted that the cooperative learning condition paralleled the direct instruction condition so 
it was difficult to quantitatively assess the effects of cooperation on socialization. For 
cooperative learning, Nelson et al. recommended that teachers establish contingencies for 
both behavior and academics. Nelson et al. also suggested that future researchers 
investigate the impact of cooperative learning on social interactions of students with 
EBD.  
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 Prater, Bruhl, and Serna (1998) conducted a study comparing three instructional 
approaches: (a) direct instruction, (b) the structured natural approach of cooperative 
learning, and (c) the student-generated cooperative group rules approach on the social 
skill performance of students with learning disabilities (LD), emotional disturbance (ED), 
traumatic brain injury (TBI), and visual impairment (VI). The purpose of the study was to 
identify the best approach to instructing students with disabilities on cooperative social 
skills (e.g., listening, solving problems, and negotiating). The sample for the study 
included 13 students with disabilities (i.e., nine students with LD, two students with ED, 
one student with TBI, and one student with VI). All of the students were sixth and 
seventh graders receiving special education services in resource classrooms. According to 
the authors, all of the students had commensurate academic and behavioral functioning. 
The study took place in a Texas middle school serving students in sixth through eighth 
grades. The middle school was located in an upper middle class community with a low 
percentage of students in poverty. The study took place at the same middle school across 
three different resource classrooms for Language Arts. The authors did not provide a 
definition for resource classroom. 
 Prior to the start of the intervention, the authors disseminated a questionnaire to 
middle school teachers and students to determine what social and cooperation skills 
should be taught. Three skills were targeted for the intervention: listening, problem-
solving, and negotiating. Each of the three classrooms received a different approach to 
social skills instruction. All of the classrooms worked on the same cooperative learning 
activities to assess social skills. The authors used a multiple baseline across skills design. 
The independent variables were the three different instructional approaches. The 
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dependent variables included: social skills observed during role plays, teacher and student 
social skills assessment scores, and student ratings of peers. Data were analyzed through 
visual analysis, mean scores, and mean baseline percentages compared to post-
intervention percentages of skill steps performed correctly. The results indicated that 
direct instruction of social skills was the better approach of the three instructional 
approaches based on the results from the skill demonstration and peer ratings.  
 The authors concluded that direct instruction on social skills in special education 
settings was needed prior to students engaging in cooperative learning activities. They 
further concluded that direct instruction of social skills required for cooperative learning 
should take place prior to students with disabilities being included in cooperative learning 
groups in general education settings. The authors recommended that future research 
address social skill instruction to increase peer interactions in cooperative groupings 
(Prater et al., 1998). 
 Rutherford, Mathur, and Quinn (1998) conducted a study to examine the 
effectiveness of an intervention combining cooperative learning and direct instruction on 
the social communication skills of female adolescents who were incarcerated at a juvenile 
facility. The purpose of the study was to determine if the instructional strategy promoted 
the participants’ social communication using structured opportunities for appropriate 
interactions. Fourteen female students between the ages of 12 and 17 participated in the 
study. All of the females were incarcerated at a juvenile corrections facility near Phoenix, 
Arizona. The student participants had a history of crime (e.g., theft, assault, prostitution, 
child abuse, and alcohol or drug abuse). The participants had been incarcerated between 
three months and a year at the time of the study. Five of the participants had an existing 
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special education diagnosis (EBD, n = 3; LD, n = 2), with the remaining participants 
considered at-risk for special education. Five of the females were White, seven were 
Hispanic, one was Pacific Islander, and one was Native American.  
 Prior to the start of the study, the participants completed a social competence 
scale. The participants’ scores were ranked from highest to lowest and participants were 
then placed in cooperative groups matching the students across levels of social 
competence. Three different cooperative learning groups were formed consisting of four 
to five members each. Within the correctional facility, the library was used to conduct 
sessions. All of the participants received direct instruction in specified social 
communication skills within the cooperative group structures. Three different round 
tables were used during instructional sessions. Observational data on social 
communication skills were taken for each cooperative learning group and then taken for 
each individual student the following day. The specific social communication skills 
targeted for intervention were conversational questions, positive comments, and positive 
self-reflection statements.  
 A multiple baseline across skills, single-subject research design was used 
(Rutherford et al., 1998). A baseline was established over a five day period after which 
instruction in each of the targeted skills was sequentially introduced. The females 
participated in twelve, 30 minute instructional sessions in conversational questions, eight 
sessions in positive comments, and four sessions in positive self-reflection statements. 
The study was conducted over a three to four week period to avoid turnover of 
participants. Direct instruction within cooperative learning activities was used to teach 
each of the three targeted skills following this sequence: (a) provide skill identification 
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and rationale, (b) modeling, (c) practice, (d) social reinforcement, and (3) self-instruction. 
Both teacher and peer modeling were used during the instructional sessions. The practice 
and social reinforcement steps took place during cooperative learning activities. During 
the cooperative learning activities, participants earned group contingencies only when all 
group members were performing the targeted skill, this was done through the use of 
practice and provided corrective feedback. After instructional sessions, the participants 
participated in a problem-solving activity facilitated by an adult moderator.  
 Four graduate research assistants were trained to observe the participants 
following a protocol that provided definitions of the social communication skills. 
Observations took place during the problem-solving sessions. Observations of 
participants were randomly assigned and two participants were observed during each of 
the problem-solving activity sessions. Interobserver agreement was calculated for 83.9% 
of the total observation sessions with average agreement above 90% for each of the skills. 
Data were analyzed using visual analysis and mean comparisons. Rutherford et al. (1998) 
indicated increases in all three of the social communication skills across the three 
different cooperative learning groups. Increases were also indicated across individual 
participants during the problem-solving activity sessions used for observation. 
 Based on their findings, Rutherford et al. (1998) concluded direct instructional 
methods could be combined with cooperative learning activities to promote the social 
communication skills of incarcerated female adolescents. The authors indicated that the 
instructional strategy used in the study was effective at increasing the social competence 
of girls who traditionally had not been able to demonstrate the skills. Additionally, 
Rutherford et al. noted that effects were seen even given the short-term nature of the 
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intervention. The authors cautioned that since the intervention combined instructional 
methods, knowledge of the specific components generating the effect could not be 
ascertained. Rutherford et al. recommended that future research investigate the efficacy 
of interventions targeting social communication across natural settings and student 
groups outside of correctional facilities.  
 Direct instructional approaches have demonstrated positive results with regard to 
teaching students the appropriate social (Prater et al., 1998; Rutherford et al., 1998) and 
behavioral skills (Nelson et al., 1996). However, cooperative learning strategies that are 
preceded by direct instruction (Prater et al., 1998), or used in combination with direct 
instructional approaches (Rutherford et al., 1998), are also effective at teaching social and 
behavioral skills to students with disabilities.   
Peer-Mediated Strategies 
 To facilitate the access of students with disabilities in the general education 
content and setting, peers without disabilities are often times involved in instructional or 
intervention approaches. Peer-tutoring has been researched within co-taught general 
education settings (McDuffie, Mastropieri, & Scruggs, 2009) and within general 
education settings without co-teaching (Maheady, Sacca, & Harper, 1988; McDuffie et 
al., 2009). Peer-tutoring typically targets academic skills and has been researched in 
specific subject areas (e.g., social studies or science). Peer-mediated strategies within 
general education settings have also included classroom group experiences that 
investigate the interactions between peers and conversational skill acquisition (Bierman 
& Furman, 1984).  
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 Bierman and Furman (1984) conducted a study to investigate conversational skill 
training with peer involvement on the peer acceptance of preadolescents. The study 
included 46 fifth and sixth grade students (28 males and 28 females). The students were 
primarily Caucasian, and from a middle to upper class socioeconomic status. The study 
took place in six schools in a large metropolitan area. No other setting information was 
provided by the authors and it was unclear if different schools or classrooms were used 
for the various intervention conditions.  
 The sample included students with deficits in conversation skills and low peer 
acceptance ratings. There were three dependent variable measures of conversational 
skills: (a) student observation, (b) interviews including dyadic conversation, and (c) 
questions. Two peer rating scales were used to measure peer acceptance (Bierman & 
Furman, 1984). The study procedure began with the researchers collecting pre-
assessment data on conversation skills and peer acceptance. Students were then randomly 
assigned into one of four treatment groups. The first treatment group was labeled as the 
coaching group that did not include peer involvement. Two coaches were 
counterbalanced across sessions. The coaches were responsible for instructing students in 
conversation skills, providing time for students to rehearse learned skills, and providing 
students with performance feedback. The second treatment group used a group 
experience approach that focused on students with and without disabilities working 
together to create films. The group experience placed the participants in peer groups but 
provided no instruction on conversation skills. The third treatment group combined both 
the coaching and group experience approaches. The final randomly assigned group was 
utilized as the comparison group. No treatment was provided to the final group. Students 
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in conditions one through three were assigned to their conditions for ten sessions over a 
six week period. At the completion of the ten sessions, post-assessment data were 
collected on conversational skills and peer acceptance (Bierman & Furman, 1984).  
 For the pre-assessment data, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted. To assess the treatment effects across conditions, and multivariate analysis of 
covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted with pre-treatment scores used as covariates. 
Subsequent analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) were conducted. The post-treatment 
assessment scores were assessed using a MANCOVA on three conversation skills. Based 
on the results from the pre-assessment ANOVA, targeted students were less socially 
competent than non-targeted students and no difference was found among the sample at 
pre-assessment with the exception of gender differences. Children who were trained in 
skill demonstration had higher skill performance, but skill performance was not impacted 
by coaching or group experience treatment conditions. No significant interactions were 
identified between treatment conditions. Post-assessment results indicated a significant 
main effect for skill training (p < .001) and a significant peer involvement by sex 
interaction effect (p < .01). Bierman and Furman indicated that group coaching equated 
to children being more accepted by peers, and children who were in the group experience 
condition had higher peer interactions during lunch based on observational data.  
 Bierman and Furman concluded that skill training led to sustained and increased 
conversational skills and children receiving coaching had increased interactions with 
peers in the lunchroom. For the study participants, generalized and sustained 
improvements in peer acceptance, conversational skills, and peer interactions were 
evidenced during the group coaching condition. The authors concluded that coaching 
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alone did not equate to peer acceptance. Bierman and Furman further indicated that 
during pre-adolescence, there is a relationship between skills and peer acceptance, and 
suggested that future research focus on that relationship.     
 McDuffie, Mastropieri, and Scruggs (2009) investigated the effects of peer-
tutoring within co-taught and non-co-taught seventh grade science classrooms on the 
science achievement of students with and without disabilities. The study was also 
conducted to determine if peer-tutoring adds value to co-taught classroom settings. Four 
general education and two special education teachers were included in the study. 
Additionally, one paraprofessional and one substitute teacher participated. The teachers 
in the study had an average of 15.5 years of teaching with an average of 8.5 years of 
experience with co-teaching. The student sample (N = 203) consisted of 62 students with 
disabilities (the majority identified with a learning disability), 106 males, and 97 females. 
The student population was considered ethnically diverse. All students were between the 
ages of 12 and 14 years old.  
 The study was conducted across eight classrooms in a large, metropolitan are in 
the eastern United States. The classrooms were selected from two different districts at 
two different middle schools. Eighteen percent of the students at the schools qualified for 
free and reduced lunch. The schools were selected based on the presence of students with 
disabilities in co-taught classrooms. McDuffie et al. (2009) included a purposeful 
selection of four co-taught and four non co-taught science classes. The study included 
four different conditions: (a) co-taught with peer-tutoring, (b) co-taught without peer-
tutoring, (c) non-co-taught with peer-tutoring, and (d) non-co-taught without peer-
tutoring. The four co-taught classrooms were randomly assigned to either the peer-
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tutoring or no peer-tutoring conditions. All eight of the classrooms used the same science 
curriculum, materials, and textbook. Two different science standards were addressed 
during the study.  
 The peer-tutoring condition lasted for eight weeks and was video recorded. Pre 
and post measures were taken on student attitudes toward science, peer-tutoring attitudes, 
and co-teaching attitudes. In addition the student attitude scales, observations of teacher 
and student interactions, instructional behaviors, and science achievement (i.e., first 
quarter grades) were the dependent variables. An event recording system was used to 
collect data on the duration of instructional behaviors. During the peer-tutoring condition, 
tutoring occurred during the first ten minutes of the class. Homogeneous grouping was 
used. The peer-tutoring was used to review major concepts in the curriculum and to 
review vocabulary.  
 McDuffie et al. (2009) used a 2x2x2 repeated measures design to analyze the 
impact of the two conditions (peer-tutoring or no peer-tutoring), the two different settings 
(co-taught or non-co-taught), and the two different student types (students with or 
without disabilities). An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to analyze the data. 
Data analysis was conducted at the individual student level, not at the classroom level. 
Pre-tests were used as covariates. To analyze the observational data, separate ANOVAs 
were performed.  
 Results indicated that peer-tutoring and co-taught conditions outperformed 
traditional instructional approaches on unit tests, but not on the cumulative post-test. 
Students in non-co-taught classrooms had higher rates of interaction with classroom 
teachers. Students with disabilities interacted more frequently with teachers on academic 
45 
	  
	  
content than students without disabilities. There were no statistically significant 
differences between co-taught and non-co-taught instructional methods. Regarding 
student attitudes, students in the co-taught conditions demonstrated an increase in 
positive attitudes toward science, but there were no statistically significant differences 
between co-taught and peer-tutoring conditions.  
 McDuffie et al. (2009) found no interaction between co-teaching and peer-
tutoring, indicating that peer-tutoring did not add any value to co-taught settings. 
Regarding teacher and student interactions, McDuffie et al. noted that the frequency of 
interactions might have been related to individual teaching style and not necessarily to 
the setting (co-taught or non co-taught). They recommended that future studies use a 
larger sample across different content areas. 
 Maheady, Sacca, and Harper (1988) conducted a study to determine the 
effectiveness of classwide peer tutoring on the academic performance of high school 
students with high incidence disabilities enrolled in inclusive, social studies classes. Fifty 
students participated in the study, 14 with identified disabilities (LD or EBD). All 
students were between the ages of 15 and 17 (M = 16.1). 27 students were male and 23 
were female. Among the students with disabilities, half were male and half were female. 
Twenty six students were White, 22 were African American, and 2 were Native 
American. The study was conducted in three tenth grade classrooms in one high school in 
Buffalo, New York. All of the classrooms had small class sizes with three to six students 
with disabilities in each and consultative services provided by a special education 
teacher.  
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 The study took place over 18 weeks. The classroom teachers were trained in 
facilitating peer tutoring. The teachers then developed curricular study guides and quizzes 
based on objectives and concepts for focus during peer tutoring sessions. All of the 
materials were prepared prior to the start of the study. A multiple baseline across settings 
design was used. Test and quiz scores were considered the dependent variables. 
Classwide peer tutoring was sequentially introduced across the classrooms. Peer tutoring 
sessions took place two to either two times per week for 30 minutes or three times per 
week for 20 minutes for a total of 60 minutes per week. An A-B-A-B reversal was used 
in the multiple baseline design with a reversal of the peer tutoring condition for one week 
in two of the three classrooms. One teacher facilitated the peer tutoring across all 
classrooms.  
 All of the tutors were trained using roleplay scenarios prior to the start of the 
study. A classroom competition was also implemented between two different classroom 
teams consisting of multiple tutor-tutee pairs. Pairs could earn points for correct answers 
and error correction was provided by the tutor. Data were analyzed through visual 
analysis and comparisons were made between the class mean and the mean scores of 
students with disabilities. Results from the analyses indicated vast differences in mean 
scores across all students (with or without disabilities) when classwide peer tutoring was 
implemented. More students had passing grades on quizzes and tests when classwide peer 
tutoring was in place.  
 Maheady et al. (1988) concluded that classwide peer tutoring in social studies is 
effective for students with high incidence disabilities without having to make major 
accommodations, modifications, or individualizations for students. The authors discussed 
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the benefits of classwide peer tutoring for all students in a classroom, not just students 
with disabilities. Maheady et al. (1988) recommended that their study be replicated and 
different skills be assessed, as they found the intervention successful for factual recall but 
could not determine if similar findings would be indicated for higher level thinking skills. 
 Peer-tutoring approaches are shown to increase the factual recall ability of 
students (Maheady et al., 1988). Peer-tutoring in combination with co-teaching also 
increases student performance on formative academic assessments (McDuffie et al., 
2009). Group experiences in classrooms between students with and without disabilities 
have also supported peer interactions, and when paired with coaching have resulted in 
increased peer acceptance and conversational skills (Bierman & Furman, 1984). The 
findings support the involvement of peers in instructional settings or interventions to 
promote both academic and social-emotional skill development. However, more research 
is needed to identify the best approaches for involving typical peers in interventions 
targeting the social skills of students with disabilities.       
Social Skills Training 
 A student’s ability to exhibit appropriate social skills leads to more success in 
school settings (Cook et al., 2008; McClelland, Morrison, & Holmes, 2000). However, 
students with EBD are typically unable to demonstrate appropriate social skills, leading 
to negative academic and social experiences in the school setting (Gresham, Sugai, & 
Horner, 2001; Maag, 2005; Miller, Lane, & Wehby, 2005). In most social skills training 
(SST) interventions, direct instructional methods are used to model and reinforce taught 
skills (Mathur, Kavale, Quinn, Forness, & Rutherford, 1998). However, mixed results are 
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indicated in the literature surrounding the effectiveness of SST (Cook et al., 2008; Maag, 
2005; Quinn, Kavale, Mathur, Rutherford, & Forness, 1999).    
 Harrell, Mercer, and DeRosier (2009) conducted an efficacy evaluation of the 
Social Skills Group Intervention for Adolescents (SSGRIN-A) on participant social-
emotional and behavioral adjustment. Seventy-four adolescents between the ages of 13 
and 16 (M = 14.18) participated in the study. Parents of the adolescents were also 
included (n = 74). All of the adolescent participants were referred for participation based 
on existing social and relationship issues. The study took place in a private, community-
based clinical setting. The authors provided no other setting information. The SSGRIN-A 
intervention took place over a 12 week period, with parents participating during four joint 
intervention sessions with their child.  
 Harrell et al. (2009) randomly assigned adolescents to either a treatment group 
(SSGRIN-A; n = 40) or a non-treatment, control group (n = 34). Pre- and post-test 
measures were taken using a social self-efficacy questionnaire, a self-concept scale, and a 
parent report of the Behavior Assessment System for Children – Second Edition (BASC-
2). The SSGRIN-A intervention combined cognitive behavior and social learning 
instructional approaches with practice of a variety of social and relationship skills during 
each session. Two trained professionals with Master’s degrees in a health service field led 
the intervention sessions. Treatment integrity data were collected and yielded a score of 
4.8/5 on a fidelity to intervention protocol. A total of 94% of the topics covered were 
covered over the 12 week period.   
 To analyze the data, Harrell et al. (2009) conducted a path analysis of the post-
intervention difference between treatment and control groups. Both gender and age were 
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allowed to covary. All of the outcome measures (e.g., social-efficacy rating, self-concept 
rating, and parent report) were included as covariates at post-test and at baseline. Two 
different analysis methods were used, including a method to address any issues related to 
missing data. The path analysis compared a model that included intervention effects to a 
null model. Harrell et al. (2009) found that the model with the intervention effects 
included was a better fit to the data [χ2(4) = 12.89, p < .05)]. There were multivariate 
differences between the treatment and control groups with statistically significant 
differences in (a) decreasing internalizing behaviors, (b) increasing social self-efficacy, 
and (c) increasing global measures of adolescent self-concept. There were no statistically 
significant differences found on externalizing behaviors.  
 Harrell et al. (2009) concluded that their findings supported the efficacy of the 
SSGRIN-A intervention, indicating that the program had an impact on social-emotional 
functioning. The authors specified that the program would need to be investigated with a 
larger sample size. Additionally, the authors recommended that social skills interventions 
target younger adolescents, as the older adolescents in their study were more likely to 
drop out of the program prior to completion.  
 Lane, Wehby, and Cooley (2006) conducted a study to identify special and 
general education teacher expectations of social skill behaviors across elementary, 
middle, and high schools considered low or high risk (based on percentage of students 
receiving free and reduced lunch). The study took place in a large economically and 
culturally diverse district in middle Tennessee. Teachers from seven elementary schools, 
eight middle schools, and four high schools were included. The total number of teacher 
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participants was 717 (elementary, n = 210; middle, n = 259; and high, n = 248). The 
majority of the teachers were female (78.34%).  
 Forty-three schools within the same district that had one or more self-contained 
classrooms were invited to participate. Twenty-nine schools agreed to participate. To 
recruit teachers for participation, an announcement was made during a faculty in-service 
day for 15 of the schools. The remaining schools had letters with the questionnaire 
attached placed in teacher mailboxes. Schools with over 50% of teachers responding 
were included in the analysis (n = 19). Teachers were asked to anonymously complete a 
modified version of the Teacher Expectations for School Success questionnaire. The 
questionnaire asked teachers to rate the importance of a variety of social skills (e.g., self-
control, assertion, cooperation). Demographic information was also collected on the 
teachers.  
 After collecting the questionnaires, Lane et al. (2006) conducted a two-way, fixed 
effects ANOVA to analyze the responses. Significant interactions resulting from the 
ANOVAs were followed with Tukey-Kramer modifications to determine mean 
differences. The results of the analyses indicated that general education and special 
education teachers in elementary and middle schools had similar expectations of student 
self-control skills (p = .0102). High school special education teachers viewed self-control 
as being more important than high school general education teachers (p < .001). School 
level (i.e., elementary, middle, or high) did not impact teacher expectations of 
cooperation skills. Special education teachers rated cooperation as less important than 
general education teachers (p < .001). Assertion skills were rated as less important by 
high school teachers than by elementary and middle school teachers. There were no 
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differences between special education and general education teacher expectations 
regarding assertion skills.  
 Lane et al. (2006) found that at high risk schools, teachers rated self-control and 
assertion skills as being more critical. Between low and high risk schools, there were 
statistically significant differences identified for self-control (p = .0405) and assertion 
skills (p = .00395). Teachers from both high and low risk schools rated cooperation as 
being equally important. Based on the results, Lane et al. (2006) identified ten skills as 
being critical for school success. All of the identified skills were in the self-control and 
cooperation domains on the questionnaire. Further, Lane et al. concluded that students 
who don’t meet teacher expectations may not attain school success.  
 Lo, Loe, and Cartledge (2002) investigated the effectiveness of small group and 
classwide social skills training on antisocial behaviors of students at risk for EBD. Five 
African American students (4 male, 1 female) in third and fourth grade participated. All 
of the students were enrolled in general education classes and were identified for 
participation based on four criteria: (a) frequent behavioral problems and deficits in social 
skills, (b) ratings of problem behaviors above the 90th percentile and social skills below 
the 25th percentile, (c) three weeks of pre-baseline observational data indicating high 
antisocial tendencies and low age appropriate social skills, and (d) parental consent. The 
study took place in an urban, public school with a majority of the student population 
being African American and qualifying for free and reduced lunch. The pull-out social 
skills training sessions were conducted in a music or art classroom, while the classwide 
intervention sessions were held in the students’ classroom.  
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 Lo et al. (2002) used a multiple baseline across subjects design to investigate the 
effects of the Working Together: Building Children’s Social Skills through Folk 
Literature curriculum on antisocial behaviors of students as measured through direct 
observation during classroom and lunch period observations. Three graduate and three 
undergraduate students were trained in a ten second partial interval recording observation 
method. The classroom teacher was trained in how to implement the Working Together 
curriculum in both small groups and classwide settings.   
 There were three different phases during the study. The initial baseline phase was 
used to collect observational data on each of the students. The first experimental phase 
consisted of the students being pulled out of their classroom setting for small group social 
skills training using the Working Together curriculum. The second experimental phase 
incorporated both small group and whole class social skills training sessions using 
Working Together. The curriculum used scripted lessons, skill posters, audio recordings 
of folk stories, skill modeling, skill reinforcement, and homework to teach a variety of 
social skills.   
 Observational data were collected in both the classroom and the lunchroom (as a 
generalization setting). The trained observers counted the number of antisocial behaviors 
(e.g., violating social rules, physical and verbal aggression, and poor peer interactions). 
Interoberver agreement was calculated above 95%. Visual analysis was used to analyze 
mean data across the three phases in both the classroom and lunchroom settings. Lo et al. 
(2006) indicated decreases in antisocial behaviors across all participants during both of 
the social skills training phases. Gradual decreases across sessions or decreasing and 
stable patterns in the observational data were noted.  
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 As a result of their investigation, Lo et al. (2006) concluded that social skills 
instruction was an effective component of interventions for students at risk for EBD. 
Additionally, the authors indicated that the use of the classroom teacher as the 
interventionist might help increase implementation of social skills training programs. The 
authors stated that future research should focus on the needs of the students with regard 
to their behavior and not just skills that are deemed as required for academic success.  
 Miller, Lane, and Wehby (2005) conducted a study to examine the results of a 
social skills training program implemented in a self-contained setting on the 
inappropriate classroom behavior and academic engagement of seven students with high 
incidence disabilities. Five males and two females were participants in the study. All of 
the students were labeled with a high incidence disability (Emotional Disturbance, n = 3; 
Learning Disability, Other Health Impairment, Intellectual Disability, and Speech 
Language Disorder, n = 4) with the co-occurrence of significant behavior problems. The 
mean age of the students was 8.82 years old. The setting of the study was a self-contained 
classroom in a southeastern United States metropolitan district.  
 A multiple baseline across two groups design was used in the study. A student 
teacher and paraprofessional acted as the interventionists. A pre-assessment using 
multiple rating scales was conducted to determine specific social skills deficits of 
students. As a result of the pre-assessment, the social skills targeted by the intervention 
were cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-control. The intervention 
was a social skills training program consisting of four components: (a) instruction on 
acquisition deficits, (b) coaching and modeling, (c) generalization through embedded 
instruction, and (d) use of the natural environment. Students were assigned to two 
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different intervention groups. Both groups received direct instruction of social skills three 
to four days per week for six weeks. In addition to the social skills training program, 
behavior specific praise was also incorporated. Direct observational data were collected 
on students using a computer program that allowed for discrete and duration recording 
data to be collected. Student behavior points were also included for data collection 
purposes. 
 The data were visually analyzed with mean score calculations compared across 
phases. The results of the visual analysis indicated a decrease in inappropriate behaviors 
from baseline to intervention for both groups. Academic engagement scores increased 
from phase to phase with less variability noted during the intervention phase. At baseline, 
group one had a rising slope and group two had a declining slope, which may indicate a 
lack of experimental control. Students’ behavior points were not positively impacted 
from baseline to intervention.  
 Miller et al. (2005) concluded that social skills training on skills where deficits 
were indicated was promising at reducing inappropriate behavior and increasing 
academic engagement. They recommended that similar studies be conducted across a 
variety of settings. Miller et al. also identified modeling as an important component to 
social skills training programs as it offered observation and practice of targeted skills or 
behaviors.  
 Within the literature on social skills training for students with EBD, many 
interventions are conducted in self-contained settings or without typical peers (Miller et 
al., 2005). Classroom teachers consider cooperation and self-control as social skills 
needed for educational success (Lane et al., 2006). However, the focus of social skills 
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training programs is often on reducing antisocial behaviors in classroom settings (Lo et 
al., 2006), with limited attention placed on student generalization of learned skills with 
their peer groups (Gresham et al., 2001; Maag, 2005). Additionally, many social skills 
interventions focus on broad social skills (Harrell et al., 2009) or do not target skills 
reflecting student needs (Quinn et al., 1999). In order to increase the effectiveness of 
social skills training interventions for students with EBD, instruction within peer groups 
targeting skill deficits is recommended.  
Cooperative Learning 
 Cooperative learning is an instructional strategy that requires small groups of 
students to work toward a shared learning goal (Cartledge & Cochran, 1993; Goor & 
Schwenn, 1993; Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000; Slavin, 1980). Cooperative learning 
must also generate positive interdependence among group members by creating student 
awareness about how their individual performance impacts group performance (Goor & 
Schwenn, 1993). As an instructional strategy, cooperative learning is preferred by many 
classroom teachers, but is not always implemented when students with behavioral or 
attention needs are involved in groupings (Jenkins, Antil, Wayne, & Vadasy, 2003).  
 Jenkins, Antil, Wayne, and Vadasy (2003) conducted a qualitative investigation to 
gain an understanding of general educators’ perspectives on cooperative learning with 
students with disabilities and remedial students. Elementary school teachers across first 
through fifth grades who reported having a student with a disability in their class (e.g., 
LD, EBD, or AD/HD) participated in the study (n = 21). The teachers had an average of 
13 years teaching. Four male and seventeen female teachers participated.  Forty-seven 
percent of the teachers held Master’s degrees. The sample population consisted of 
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teachers from four different school districts. Two districts were urban, low-income 
districts, while the other two were upper middle class districts.  
 Two rounds of semi-structured interviews were conducted with the participants. 
The interviews addressed (a) teacher use of cooperative learning, (b) teacher perspectives 
about the benefits of cooperative learning, (c) teacher perspectives on student 
participation during cooperative learning, and (d) any modifications teachers made for 
students with disabilities or remedial students. All of the interviews were audio recorded 
for transcription.  
 After transcribing the interviews, themes were coded. The first round of 
interviews was used to identify themes and the second round was used to ensure accuracy 
and to clarify participant responses. The first round of interviews lasted 45 minutes and 
the second round lasted 15 minutes. Three different researchers independently coded the 
interviews. The research team also used an ethnographic software package to format the 
transcriptions according to the coded themes. Jenkins et al. (2003) also calculated 
percentages of common themes across participants.  
 Results from the first round of interviews indicated that teachers preferred 
cooperative learning as an instructional approach to other methods. As a result, the 
researchers developed an interview question for the second round of interviews that had 
teachers rank their preferred instructional approaches. Teachers stated that the benefits of 
cooperative learning for students with disabilities included increased self-esteem, higher 
quality work, being considered as a part of a group, and less stress or anxiety. Sixteen of 
the twenty teachers ranked cooperative learning as their first or second preferred 
instructional strategy, and three identified the strategy as their third preference. Teachers 
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also indicated that they had more concerns related to facilitating cooperative learning 
with students with behavioral, attention, or social problems, but still identified 
cooperative learning as effective in comparison to other methods. Teachers also identified 
that in some instances they made modifications for students with disabilities including 
closely monitoring who was selected as a partner, matching the academic skills with the 
required task a priori, and changing some of the materials or allowing students to dictate 
responses rather than write. Some of the teachers stated that they would assign a 
paraprofessional to support cooperative learning groups with students with more severe 
challenging behavior.  
 As a result of their investigation, Jenkins et al. (2003) concluded that cooperative 
learning was a beneficial strategy for students with disabilities. The authors suggested a 
link between increased self-esteem and higher quality work for students with disabilities 
participating in cooperative learning. Jenkins et al. found that student participation in 
classroom activities was perceived as being higher than if cooperative learning was not 
being implemented. Despite the limited success of cooperative learning with students 
with behavioral or social problems, teachers still ranked cooperative learning higher with 
regard to efficacy in comparison to other strategies.  
 Ollendick and Schmidt (1987) used cooperative learning structures and behavioral 
flexibility to determine the social behaviors of children that predict peer interactions. The 
study was conducted at a parochial school in southwest Virginia. A total of 86 students 
participated in the study (48 male, 38 female). All of the students were in second through 
sixth grades with a mean age of 10 years, 2 months. For the study, the students were 
placed into same sex pairs within the same classrooms. Data were collected on the 
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sample of students that received specific instructions (n = 43; 24 male, 19 female). 
Within the cooperative learning structures, behavioral flexibility was measured by the 
number of games a student allowed their partner to win in either cooperative or 
competitive games.  
 Within the cooperative learning structures, one student was specifically instructed 
to either cooperate or compete with their partner on a game, while the other student was 
given neutral instructions. Forty-three pairs of students with one member randomly 
assigned as the student receiving specific instructions participated in the game. There 
were a total of ten games played over the course of the study (five cooperative and five 
competitive instructions given). All of the games were videotaped. The cooperative and 
competitive instructions were counterbalanced among the student pairs. During free play, 
all of the students were observed using a time-sampling method to record the occurrence 
or non-occurrence of identified social interactions. Both positive (e.g., smiling, laughing, 
cooperating) and negative (e.g., solitary play, pushing, grabbing) social interactions were 
considered. An “other” category was also coded for students who were engaging in adult 
interaction or some other interaction that did not fit into the other categories.  
 Ollendick and Schmidt (1987) administered self-report scales on (a) locus of 
control, (b) preference for peers, (c) self-efficacy, and (d) outcome expectancy. 
Additional data were collected using sociometric ratings of same sex peers. Correlational 
and multiple regression analyses were used to analyze the data. The analyses were used 
to explore the relationship between the self-report and sociometric measures and the 
behavioral interactions students demonstrated during free play. Modest correlations were 
identified across all variables with correlations larger than .20 for peer preference, locus 
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of control, and positive social interactions. Similar correlations were identified for peer 
preference and negative social interactions. The correlations, however, were non-
significant.  
 To take into consideration the intercorrelation of variables, three separate multiple 
regression analyses were performed. The social competency measures were used as 
predictors with behavioral interactions set as the performance criteria. In isolation, the 
sociometric ratings did not significantly contribute to any behavioral interactions 
(positive, negative, or other). For negative behavioral interactions, 15% of the total 
variance in the model was accounted for with peer preference as a predictor. For positive 
behavioral interactions, locus of control was the best predictor, accounting for 14% of the 
total variance. Combining peer preference, outcome expectancy, and number of games 
significantly predicted positive behavioral interactions and accounted for 24% of the total 
variance.  
 Based on the results, Ollendick and Schmidt concluded that peer preferences, 
locus of control, self-efficacy, and outcome expectancy interacted together as potential 
predictors of social behavior interactions. The authors recommended that future studies 
increase the sample size and conduct the study across a variety of schools. Additionally, 
they recommended that future research explore the peer preferences of students who lack 
social skills within peer interactions.  
Cooperative Learning between Students with and without Disabilities 
 Johnson and Johnson (1984a) investigated the interactions between students with 
and without disabilities in cooperative and individualistic learning approaches. The 
purpose of the study was to confirm or challenge existing theories on cross-ability 
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interactions. The study was conducted in a large, metropolitan school district in an 
innercity setting in the Midwest of the United States. Fourth grade social studies classes 
were used with a total of 48 students participating (27 female, 21 male). Twelve of the 
students were classified as having a disability (either LD or EBD) and 24 of the students 
were from middle socioeconomic class with the remaining 24 from low socioeconomic 
class.  
 The participants were assigned into two conditions using stratified random 
sampling to ensure comparability across ability, sex, social class, and achievement. Two 
teachers participated in the study and were trained in both of the study conditions. In the 
first condition, a cooperative learning approach was implemented. Students were told to 
work together on an assignment; praise and rewards were provided by the teacher to the 
whole group. The second condition implemented an individualistic learning approach. 
Students worked independently to complete a task and were not allowed to interact with 
other students. Praise and rewards were given to individual students. The study took 
place over 15, 55 minute sessions. The teachers followed a script to instruct students on 
task completion. Half way through the study, the teachers switched conditions to control 
for any effects related to teaching style.  
 Four research assistants conducted independent observations of students in both 
conditions. The assistants received training on the observation instruments. There were 
two observers in each condition and during each session. The observers were rotated in a 
random order to observe student groups for two minutes each. Multiple dependent 
variable measures were taken. Three different factual recall achievement tests were 
administered. Direct observations of group work were conducted to identify peer 
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regulation, feedback statements, support, and encouragement. Observations were also 
taken on active learning, identified as task-related questions and answers. Cross-ability 
interactions were assessed during observations of two 30-minute free-time sessions at the 
end of the day. Social schemas were completed where students provided the names of 
students involved in interactions with other students in the class during free-time. A 
distance-density index was also calculated that measured the number of students within a 
ten-foot radius around a target student. Thirteen students were observed to calculate the 
distance-density index in each condition. Peer nominations were based on having 
students write down the names of students who (a) helped them learn or (b) who they 
helped learn. Scales were also administered to assess attitudes toward peer helping, peer 
academic support, perceived personal success, cooperative learning, and individualistic 
learning.  
 To analyze the data, a 2x2 ANOVA (two conditions across two student types) and 
t-tests were run to determine differences between conditions or between student types. 
Results indicated that more students in the cooperative learning condition achieved at 
higher levels than students in the individualistic condition, but findings were not 
statistically significant (p < .10). Students without disabilities achieved at higher levels 
than students with disabilities (p < .01). More students from the cooperative learning 
condition interacted with cross-ability peers during free-time than students in the 
individualistic condition (p < .01). Results for the distance-density index indicated that 
more students were clustered together during free-time in the cooperative condition than 
in the individualistic condition (p < .05). More students without disabilities were engaged 
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in activities with students with disabilities during free-time in the cooperative condition, 
but results were non-significant (p < .10).  
 Additional results indicated that in the cooperative learning condition, students 
reported giving help (p < .01) and receiving help (p < .05) across abilities significantly 
more than in the individualistic condition. There were more perceived cooperative 
behaviors in the cooperative learning condition than in the individualistic condition (p < 
.01). More cross-ability interactions were observed in the cooperative learning condition 
than in the individualistic condition. 
 Based on the results, Johnson and Johnson (1984a) concluded that equal 
achievement status may not be necessary for positive cross-ability relationships to evolve. 
This finding challenged traditional theories on social interactions. Additionally, the 
authors noted that during the cooperative learning condition, cross-ability interactions 
were both on-task and supportive. Findings suggested that cooperative learning led to 
higher achievement than individualistic learning approaches and cooperative learning 
was viewed as an appropriate strategy to include students with disabilities.  
 Johnson and Johnson (1984b) conducted a study comparing the effects of two 
difference cooperative learning approaches (group cooperation to group competition) on 
peer interaction and personal attraction between students with and without disabilities. 
Two different classrooms in a large, innercity elementary school were used as the setting 
for the study. A total of 51 fourth grade students (22 female, 29 male) participated. The 
students were randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In the group competition 
condition, 26 students were assigned (18 without disabilities, 8 with disabilities; 12 
females and 14 males). In the group cooperation condition, 25 students were assigned (18 
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without disabilities, 7 with disabilities; 10 female, 15 male). Participants were randomly 
assigned to small groups within each condition, stratifying for disability label and sex. 
 The study took place during a science unit. The same curriculum and materials 
were being used in both classrooms. In both conditions, student groups were informed 
that (a) they needed to work together to complete all tasks, (b) all students in the group 
needed to agree on responses, and (c) all students’ ideas needed to be considered. During 
the cooperation condition, whole class performance was emphasized with each group 
being held responsible for mastering the content and then helping other groups until all 
students in the class learned the material. The class was awarded ten points for exceeding 
mastery criteria or five points for performing adequately. Each student was informed that 
he/she would receive a prize if the class earned a total of 80 points in the ten days the 
study took place. During the competition condition, an emphasis was placed on group 
performance in comparison to all other small groups in the class. At the end of the ten 
days, the highest performing group received a prize; the other students in the class did not 
receive a prize for their performance. The study took place for 55 minutes per day for ten 
days.  
 There were two teachers who participated in the study. Each teacher had previous 
experience in implementing each cooperative learning condition and was trained in the 
specific methods used in the study prior to implementation. Five student research 
assistants acted as observers and received 20 hours of training prior to the start of the 
study. The research assistants observed students using a verbal observation instrument. 
Two observations per condition were conducted each day of the study. The groups being 
observed were randomized across conditions for two minute observational periods. 
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Multiple dependent variables measures were included for analysis. Two different 
achievement tests developed by the researchers and teachers were administered. The first 
test was administered after the fifth day of the study, and the second test after the tenth 
day. A frequency of oral interactions between students with and without disabilities was 
scored by observing verbal comments, questions related to the lesson, statements or 
questions about group-related functioning. Off-task verbal statements were identified 
through the observations. A sociometric rating of interpersonal attraction was 
administered that had students write down the names of peers they would like to work 
with. The frequency of students without disabilities identifying a student with a disability 
was scored. Observations of students during free time were taken to assess the proximity 
of interaction between students with and without disabilities, and the number of times a 
joint conversation or activity occurred. Students also completed a social schema/diagram 
of who they would identify as playing together in the classroom. The total number of 
students with disabilities identified as playing with a student without a disability was 
scored. Attitudinal scales were administered to participants. The attitudinal scale had 
questions related to cooperation, group cooperation, conflict, cohesion, support, belong, 
and similar groups.  
 To analyze the data, a 2x2 ANOVA (conditions by student type) was run. 
Subsequent t-tests followed to analyze the difference between students without 
disabilities in both conditions when data on students with disabilities was not available. 
Results of the analyses indicated that students with disabilities performed lower on 
academic tasks than students without disabilities (p < .001). Students in the cooperation 
condition perceived more cooperation among group members than students in the 
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competitive condition (p < .001). Additionally, students in the cooperation condition 
made more management statements to students with disabilities, while in the competition 
condition, students made more management statements to students without disabilities (p 
< .01). There were no statistically significant differences indicated between conditions on 
peer nominations of peers with our without disabilities. More cross-ability interactions 
were indicated during free-time for students in the cooperation condition than in the 
competition condition (p < .05). The same findings were noted for social schemas. On the 
attitudinal scales, students with disabilities perceived less conflict, more cohesiveness 
between group members, more collaboration, and reported liking their groups better than 
students without disabilities.  
 Johnson and Johnson (1984b) concluded that the cooperation condition led to 
groups including students with disabilities in sharing ideas on group tasks and in group 
decision-making processes. The finding suggested less differentiation between student 
types in the cooperation condition. Both conditions promoted social integration during 
free time, but the cooperation condition led to an increased willingness of students 
without disabilities including students with disabilities in groups.  
 Johnson, Johnson, Warring, and Maruyama (1986) reported on their findings from 
two different studies. The purpose of the first study was to investigate if positive cross-
ability (i.e., between students with and without disabilities) relationships in cooperative 
learning structures generalized to instruction activities in classrooms, in non-classroom 
situations, and home settings. The first study used both cooperative and competitive 
learning structures. The second study compared cooperative structures to combined 
cooperative and competitive structures.  
66 
	  
	  
 In the first study, a total of 72 students participated (40 female, 32 male). Twenty-
seven students with severe learning and/or behavioral problems were included in the 
sample. Three sixth grade classrooms were used in study one. In the second study, a total 
of 51 students participated (22 female, 29 male). Fifteen of the students had disabilities 
(LD or EBD). The study took place across two fourth grade classrooms. The first study 
was set in an elementary school in a Midwest, metropolitan school district. The second 
study was conducted in a large, inner-city elementary school classroom.  
 In both studies, stratified random assignment to conditions was used to ensure 
comparability across cooperative learning groups. An activity report scale was used as 
the dependent variable in both studies. The scale had students identify activities that 
students engaged in (a) during cooperative learning activities, (b) during classroom 
activities without cooperative learning, (c) outside of the classroom, and (d) in home 
settings. Pre- and post-measures were taken on the activity report scale in both studies.  
 In the first study, three different conditions were compared. The first condition 
was a cooperative-controversy condition where four students were asked to work 
collaboratively on group report related to protecting and hunting wolves. Two of the 
students were assigned to research protecting wolves, while the other two students were 
assigned to research hunting wolves. All four students had to complete a single group 
report. Rules were established for the group to discuss the controversy. In the second 
condition, a cooperative debate structure was used. Competition within the group was 
established by assessing individual student performance. Roles were established to 
promote interdependence among the group members. The third condition was 
individualistic where students completed the assignment independently with teacher 
67 
	  
	  
support. In the second study, two different conditions were used. The first was an 
intergroup cooperative structure where the entire class was rewarded for individual, small 
group, and classwide content mastery. The second condition was an intergroup 
competition structure where rewards were awarded to the best performing group out of 
all classroom groups.  
 In study one, the teacher followed the study procedures for 55 minutes of 
instruction using the different conditions for 11 days. In the second study, the teacher 
followed the study procedures for 55 minutes of instruction using the different conditions 
for 10 days. In both studies, separate classrooms were assigned a different condition. The 
teachers used scripts across all conditions. The teachers were rotated across the 
conditions to control for any potential teacher/instructional effects. All of the teachers 
had previous history with the cooperative learning structures used in the study conditions.  
 To analyze the data, a MANOVA was run with subsequent ANOVAs where 
significant interaction was found. Johnson et al. (1986) conducted checks for normality 
and ensured there was no significant difference between groups at pre-test. The results of 
the first study indicated a significant interaction effect for cross-ability choices (p < .001). 
Subsequent analyses indicated that students in the controversy condition had more cross-
ability interactions in structured classroom activities than the other two conditions. 
Students in the cooperative debate condition interacted more in both structured and 
unstructured classroom settings than students in the individualistic condition (p < .001). 
There were no significant differences found in out-of-class or home settings.  
 In the second study, the results of the multivariate test for cross-ability choices 
was significant (p < .05). Follow-up analyses determined that students in the intergroup 
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cooperative structures made more cross-ability choices for structured classroom activities 
than students in the intergroup competitive structure (p < .01). Similar findings were 
indicated for unstructured classroom settings (p < .01) and out of class settings (p < .05). 
No statistically significant differences were found in the home setting.  
 Johnson et al. (1986) determined that positive cross-ability relationships during 
cooperative learning activities lead to more positive relationships in unstructured and out-
of-classroom settings. Additionally, they concluded that increased cooperation may lead 
to increased cross-ability interactions, as the students in the cooperative conditions 
demonstrated higher interactions with typical peers and students in the competitive 
conditions.  
 Slavin, Madden, and Leavey (1984) compared a combination of cooperative 
learning and individualized instruction to individualized instruction alone against a 
comparison group on friendship nominations and math achievement of students with and 
without disabilities. The study was conducted in a suburban school district in Maryland. 
Six different schools and eighteen different classrooms were used in the study. At each 
school, one third, one fourth, and one fifth grade class housed participants. Student 
participants (n = 117) were third through fifth graders. In each of the classrooms, students 
with disabilities who were included for instruction during the majority of the day were 
included in the sample.  
 Slavin et al. (1984) randomly assigned the schools to one of three conditions: (a) 
team assisted individualization (TAI), (b) individualized instruction (II) alone, and (c) 
control. Prior to the start of the study, a pre-test in mathematics was administered to 
create teams based on student achievement for the TAI condition. In the TAI condition, 
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students were placed in groups who checked each other’s answers on skill sheets. Groups 
would earn points and certificates based on the number of correct responses from each 
group. The teacher also conducted individualized instructional sessions with students at 
similar achievement levels. In the II condition, the same skill sheets were used, but the 
students worked individually on all the materials and did not receive points or certificates 
for correct responses. In the control condition, teachers implemented traditional 
mathematics instruction that used a variety of text-based instruction, group pacing, and 
some small group work. The instruments used in the study included: (a) a peer-
nomination rating of acceptance, (b) math achievement scores on a pre- and post-test, (c) 
pre- and post-test math attitudes scale, and (d) behavior ratings reported by teachers. The 
study took place over ten weeks.  
 Pre-test scores were analyzed at the onset of the study to determine any 
differences between students with disabilities and peers. A 2x1 ANOVA was conducted 
and revealed statistically significant differences in math achievement scores (p < .001), 
peer nominations (p < .001), and teacher-reported behavior ratings (p < .001). Students 
with disabilities had lower achievement and higher frequency of behavioral problems 
than typical peers at pre-test. There were no statistically significant differences indicated 
on the attitude toward math scale at pre-test. To analyze the data after the completion of 
the study, a 3x1 ANCOVA with the pre-test as a covariate was run. After controlling for 
pre-test scores and grade level, there were statistically significant differences found on 
peer nominations of students with disabilities labeled as friends when comparing the TAI 
condition to the control group (p < .02) and when comparing the control condition to the 
II condition (p < .04). There were no differences reported between the TAI and II 
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conditions. On the behavior rating scale, significant treatment effects were indicated (p < 
.01) for all measures of classroom behavior. Students with disabilities in the TAI 
condition had significantly less behavior problems identified when compared to the 
control group (p < .001) and when the TAI group was compared to the II group (p < 
.002). There were no differences found between the II group and the control group. No 
statistically significant treatment effects were identified on the standardized math 
achievement scale.  
 Slavin et al. (1984) reported social benefits for students with disabilities using 
cooperative learning structures in inclusive mathematics classrooms. The authors 
indicated that when individualized instruction occurred, there were more opportunities 
for peer interaction and peer ratings were positive. Peer interactions, according to Slavin 
et al. happened more during TAI and II conditions than for students receiving traditional 
instruction. Furthermore, the authors found that TAI impacted classroom teacher ratings 
of student behavior, with more positive outcomes indicated for the TAI condition than in 
either of the other conditions. Slavin et al. encouraged future researchers to compare 
cooperative learning to individualized instruction for students with disabilities included in 
general education settings.   
 The literature suggests that cooperative learning increases interactions between 
students with and without disabilities (Johnson & Johnson, 1984a; Johnson et al., 1986), 
allows students with disabilities to participate more with classmates (Jenkins et al., 2003; 
Johnson & Johnson, 1984b), and positively impacts student behavior (Slavin et al., 1984). 
More research is needed to determine the best approaches to involving students with 
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behavioral and/or attention needs within cooperative learning activities, including 
information related to peer preferences and social skills required for cooperation. 
Culturally-Relevant Pedagogy 
 The disproportionate representation of students from culturally and linguistically 
diverse (CLD) backgrounds in high-incidence disability categories has led to research 
investigating effective practices for CLD learners. Specific strategies supported through 
the literature include (a) building relationships, (b) instructing students through 
interaction, and (c) building a classroom community (Adkins, 2012; Brown-Jeffy & 
Cooper, 2011; Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Gay, 2002). Inherent to culturally-relevant 
pedagogy is the emphasis placed on the active engagement of learners through interactive 
and cooperative approaches.        
 Howard (2002) qualitatively studied African American student perceptions of 
effective instructional practices and learning environments in urban school settings. The 
purpose of the study was to understand student perspectives related to teaching practices 
that impacted their effort, classroom engagement, and achievement. Thirty African 
American students participated in the study (17 females and 13 males). The students were 
between second and eighth grades. Students were purposefully selected to ensure a 
variety of academic and behavioral achievement levels. The participants were selected 
from five different urban elementary and secondary school settings in the Northwest and 
Midwest regions of the United States.  
 Each of the students participated in semi-structured interviews that were designed 
to gain information about student school experiences and student views on effective and 
ineffective strategies their teachers used. Interviews were administered individually and 
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in a group setting with two to three other student participants from the same classrooms. 
All of the interviews lasted between 30 and 60 minutes. Interviews were tape-recoded 
and later transcribed. Additionally, classroom observations were used to gather additional 
data. During the study, classroom observations were conducted for 30 to 90 minutes two 
to three times a week. The observations were used as a way to compare results from the 
student interviews with their level of performance, engagement, and achievement in the 
classroom setting. Howard (2002) used a constant comparison method to collect the data, 
allowing for the data from one observation to information subsequent observations. 
Triangulation was used to ensure accuracy of the identified themes and patterns in the 
data.  
 Results from the data identified three overarching themes regarding effective 
teacher practices: (a) teachers presenting with familial, communal, and home 
characteristics, (b) teachers presenting with caring connections to a student’s culture, and 
(c) verbal communication with affirmation. Each of the themes represented an 
educational practice that students felt encouraged their educational and behavioral 
success. Students felt encouraged by teachers with similar characteristics to their family 
members (e.g., emotional exchanges, sarcasm in place of anger, lectures on 
accountability). The theme of caring directly related to students feeling as though their 
culture was being connected to the instructional content or that expectations did not 
require them to negate their own cultural experiences. Students also discussed how 
feeling as though a teacher cared about them elicited more willingness on their part to 
complete tasks or behave appropriately in class. The final identified theme related to 
verbal communication. Students expressed that teachers who were firm demonstrated 
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their concern for student wellbeing in relationship to both academics and behavior. 
Additionally, students who were affirmed by their teachers identified that they felt 
supported and respected which led to their success in the educational environment.  
 Howard (2002) concluded that teachers who rooted their pedagogical approaches 
through a cultural lens and demonstrated concern and respect for their students were 
deemed as effective by their African American students. However, Howard discussed 
how not every African American student is the same and additional variables such as 
socioeconomic status, region, or school climate may limit the generalizability of the 
findings. Howard recommended that similar studies be conducted with secondary 
students, in addition to future research identifying specific teacher practices that increase 
student achievement or engagement. Howard suggested the use of student-centered 
instructional practices to support teachers in demonstrating cultural responsiveness.  
 Adkins (2012) conducted a case study investigation of two English teachers who 
had been identified as successful with African American student populations. The 
purpose of the study was to provide a description of how teachers encouraged student 
success through culturally-responsive methods. The study was conducted in two different 
urban high schools serving primarily African American students. Both of the schools 
served students who qualified for free and reduced lunch (45%) and who were 
academically underperforming in reading (60% not meeting standards). The schools were 
located in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States. School administration and 
students were asked to identify English teachers who they felt facilitated student 
achievement. One teacher at each of the high schools was nominated by both 
administrators and students and both were subsequently asked to participate in the study. 
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 Data to identify teacher beliefs and educational practices were collected from 39 
classroom observations, 12 interviews, and 21 artifacts. A constant comparison method 
was used to analyze the data. All of the interviews and observations were transcribed. A 
protocol was developed to collect data on the artifacts. After each data collection, the 
researcher recorded impressions and generated categories that would be used for analysis 
purposes. A coding system was developed and data were categorized into various themes. 
After summarizing the data, the researcher completed member checks with the two 
teachers to clarify the findings.  
  The themes identified through the data analysis revealed that effective teachers 
(a) made connections to students’ lives, (b) used a variety of teaching strategies, (c) 
recognized the importance of student voice, (d) maintained high expectations, (e) created 
a learning community, (f) fostered collaboration, and (g) provided feedback to promote 
future success. The themes were supported through a triangulation of the data sources 
(i.e., observations, interviews, and artifacts). Adkins (2012) found that the themes 
emerged in both of the teachers’ classrooms, despite differences in the instructional 
content. Each of the teachers utilized a variety of strategies to demonstrate the themes 
including activating student prior knowledge by relating content to student lives and 
allowing students to collaborate on assignments.  
 Based on the results of the case study investigation, Adkins (2012) concluded that 
the identified themes were representative of effective, culturally-responsive English 
teachers of African American students. Adkins discussed the importance of 
understanding teaching practices from a variety of sources, including direct observation 
of teachers. Adkins did not make any recommendations for future research.  
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 Voltz, Brazil, and Scott (2003) reported the findings of their study on a 
professional development program that targeted increasing teacher knowledge and 
strategies related to the influences of culture on student learning and behavior. The 
purpose of the study was to identify whether the professional development program led to 
teachers feeling prepared to address the needs of CLD students. Twenty general 
educators and thirteen special educators participated in the professional development 
program titled Project CRISP – Culturally Responsive Instruction for Special 
Populations. Project CRISP was implemented with teachers in elementary and middle 
school settings who participated in school-based teams consisting of at least one general 
and one special educator. Project CRISP utilized a multicultural education framework 
that encompassed five domains: (a) integration of content, (b) processes of constructing 
knowledge, (c) reducing prejudice, (d) empowering the culture of the school, and (e) 
equitable education. The setting of the study was not provided.  
  The professional development program included a three-day seminar that 
introduced the multicultural education framework and allowed interaction among school-
based teams through discussions, hands-on activities, and lesson planning. Each 
participant was required to set goals for his/her own personal professional development. 
Each participant then developed a professional development plan to implement after the 
seminar. Activities identified by teachers included participating in book studies, 
developing curriculum, evaluating instructional materials, and engaging in action 
research projects.  
 Data were collected on a variety of measures. Pre- and post-questionnaires related 
to teacher perceptions of their knowledge and implementation of learned skills. The pre-
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test was administered prior to the start of the three-day seminar and the post-test was 
administered after the participants completed their self-directed professional development 
plans. Pre- and post-interviews were conducted with the participants. Each interview took 
approximately 20 minutes and questions related to teacher knowledge, experience, and 
attitudes related to multicultural education were asked. Data were collected on teachers’ 
analysis of a lesson plan before and after the study. Teachers were asked to suggest any 
modifications they would make to a lesson plan to reflect multicultural education, and 
provide a rationale for any suggested changes. Two different lesson plans were used (one 
for the pre-test and one for the post-test), but the lessons were similar to one another.   
 The questionnaire data were analyzed by calculating and comparing means using 
a paired-samples t-test. All of the interviews were transcribed and a content analysis 
procedure was followed to identify themes. All of the transcripts were then coded based 
on the identified themes. A separate and independent coding of the transcriptions was 
performed by a research assistant for reliability purposes. Interrater reliability was 
calculated at 78.8%. To analyze the lesson plan analyses performed by teachers, the 
changes suggested by teachers were categorized into four different categories that 
reflected the type of change. The four categories consisted of changes to content, 
methods, materials, and assessments. Two separate analyses of the lesson plans were 
conducted. Interrater reliability was calculated at 82.9%. The mean number of changes 
per category was calculated pre- and post-intervention. The means were then compared 
using a paired samples t-test.  
 Results of the analyses on the questionnaires determined that general education 
teachers felt more confident with regard to addressing the needs of culturally and CLD 
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students, being able to differentiate between culturally-based learning differences, and 
teaching using a multicultural education framework after participating in Project CRISP 
(p < .05). Special educators identified that their university or in-service programs had not 
adequately prepared them to meet the educational needs of CLD students. Results from 
the interviews revealed that as a result of participating in Project CRISP, teachers were 
more readily able to provide strategies that addressed the needs of CLD students through 
individualizing instructional practices. With regard to behavior management, at pre-
interview, many of the teachers stated that behavior management was not culturally-
influenced. After participating, the majority of teachers articulated how understanding 
student culture and background was necessary when addressing behavior-related 
concerns. Results from the lesson plan analyses found significant differences from pre- to 
post-test on teachers’ frequency and quality of suggested changes (p < .05).  
 Voltz et al. (2003) concluded that professional development in multicultural 
education frameworks was impactful on teacher ability to address the educational and 
behavioral needs of CLD students. After participating in Project CRISP, teachers were 
more able to articulate the impact that culture had on their students. Voltz et al. further 
discussed how teacher understanding of cultural influences on student learning and 
behaviors might lead to decreases in CLD students being referred for special education. 
According to Voltz et al. teachers need to be aware of (a) how to integrate culture into 
academic content, (b) how to identify processes of knowledge construction, (c) how to 
reduce prejudice, (d) how to empower schools to include CLD student experiences, and 
(e) how to deliver education in a manner that promotes equity. Voltz et al. encouraged 
future researchers to connect what teachers learn in professional development programs 
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to actual practices they use in their classrooms, including referral data pre- and post-
intervention.  
Culturally-Relevant Pedagogy for Students with Disabilities 
 Nind, Boorman, and Clarke (2012) conducted a qualitative study investigating the 
educational experiences of girls with EBD using digital media (i.e., photo, video diaries, 
and comic strip software). The study was conducted at a self-contained school for girls 
with EBD (ages 11-16) in South England. The authors did not report the exact number of 
students who participated in the study and did not provide any information about student 
participants except that they all had experienced exclusion from traditional school 
settings.  
 All of the study participants used a variety of digital media resources to create 
multi-modal narratives about their school experiences. All of the video diaries, 
interviews, and photography collection discussions were transcribed. The data were 
coded for themes across the three different digital media modalities to gain an 
understanding of student voice. The themes identified through analysis were space, 
identity, relationships, community, and belonging. Likewise, the girls identified inclusion 
and interaction as being important to their educational experiences. Nind et al. (2012) 
identified that the girls stressed the importance of being able to develop their identities 
rather than having teachers/staff label or identify them based on their files. The girls also 
discussed how teachers or administrators could be inclusionary or exclusionary.  
 Based on the findings, Nind et al. concluded that with regard to belonging, true 
inclusion incorporates relationships and school settings. Relationships with self and with 
others were identified as being important to the girls’ school experiences. Nind et al. 
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indicated that listening to students’ views gives them a voice and using non-traditional 
digital media modalities allowed for communication among the researcher and the 
participants and supported the social inclusion of the girls.  
 Webb-Johnson (2002) qualitatively investigated the behaviors of African 
American students to identify dimensions of culture. The purpose of the study was to 
provide an in depth understanding of the school experiences of African American 
students with EBD in self-contained settings. The study took place in the Midwest region 
of the United States in a small, urban school district. Within the district, African 
American students made up approximately 21% of the student population but made up 
37.43% of the special education population. Forty one percent of the students enrolled in 
the district with EBD were African American, reflecting disproportionate representation 
in the special education category of EBD. Two different self-contained classrooms in one 
elementary school were the setting for the study. The first classroom included a total of 
11 students with EBD (10 males, 1 female). Seven of the students were African 
American, while the remaining students were White. In the second classroom, there were 
a total of 12 students with EBD (11 males, 1 female). Seven of the students were African 
American, while the remaining five students were White. All of the participants were 
between the ages of ten and twelve years old.  
 An ethnographic, qualitative study was conducted using direct observation and 
interviews with the classroom teachers. Over the course of four months, 13 two to three 
hour observations were conducted. Observations were taken during classroom 
instruction, on the playground, and during lunch. Field notes were taken during every 
observational period. Interviews with classroom teachers were conducted before and after 
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the six different classroom observations. Prior to the start of the study, specific cultural 
dimensions and coping strategies identified through the literature were established for use 
in coding the collected data. Cultural dimensions included spirituality, harmony, 
movement, verve, affect, communalism, expressive individualism, oral tradition, and 
social time perspective. Passive coping strategies included mental colonization, 
subservience, and survivalist behaviors. Active coping strategies included dissembling, 
game playing, defiance, nationalist, and eclectic behaviors. Data that reflected the 
cultural dimension of expressive individualism and all of the acting coping mechanisms 
were analyzed in the study.  
 Findings from the observations and interviews revealed that challenging 
behaviors exhibited by the African American students often times were active coping 
strategies (i.e., game playing and defiance) used by students in response to teacher 
actions or reactions (Webb-Johnson, 2002). The data showed that the African American 
students were only simplistically engaged in academic content as a result of 
demonstrating active coping strategies in the classroom. Webb-Johnson found that the 
students were assigned independent work, and as a result they weren’t being engaged in a 
manner that reflected their cultural learning style (i.e., interactive in nature). The 
observational data also revealed that the African American students in the classroom 
initiated and received more negative attention than White students for similar types of 
behaviors (e.g., game playing or defiance).   
 Based on the findings, Webb-Johnson (2002) concluded that teachers of students 
with EBD in self-contained settings do not tend to use instructional practices that match 
the needs of their African American students, such as interactive learning approaches. 
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Webb-Johnson discussed how the use of independent classroom tasks demonstrated that 
students in self-contained settings were not being explicitly instructed in the skills they 
needed to be academically and behaviorally successful. Webb-Johnson (2002) 
encouraged future researchers to explore other dimensions of African American culture 
and how they are reflected in the educational setting. Additionally, she recommended that 
future research examine how to build the cultural and pedagogical knowledge of teachers 
to improve their demonstration of culturally-responsive instructional strategies.  
 Skiba, Simmons, Ritter, Kohler, Henderson, and Wu (2006) conducted a 
qualitative study to understand more about educators’ perspectives on urban and special 
education, as well as cultural diversity and issues of disproportionality. The purpose of 
their study was to gain an understanding of processes in educational settings that may 
lead to the disproportionate representation of CLD learners in special education. 
Educators (n = 64) from seven school districts and fourteen elementary schools (two 
schools per district) participated in the study. One of the schools in each district pair had 
a disproportionate number of CLD students in special education, while the other had 
proportionate representation. The districts surrounded a large city in the Midwest region 
of the United States. Seven special education directors, nine school psychologists, 20 
school administrators (assistant principal or principal), and 28 (27 female, 1 male) 
classroom teachers participated in individual interviews. Among the teachers, 22 were 
White, 6 were African American and an equal number (n = 14) of teachers with low and 
high referral rates to special education participated. Among the other professionals (i.e., 
special education directors, school psychologists, and administrators), 27 were female, 11 
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were male, and only one participant was African American, the remaining professionals 
were White.  
 A semi-structured interview protocol was developed to help maintain the focus of 
the conversations on topics related to disproportionate representation of CLD students 
and special education eligibility and placement processes. The protocol identified specific 
areas from reviews of the literature including (a) student demographics; (b) differential 
educational opportunities; and (c) processes for special education referral, assessment, 
and placement. The protocol was externally reviewed by experts in the field and pilot 
tested prior to implementation with the study participants. Ten different interviewers 
were trained in using the interview protocol.  
 All of the interviews were conducted in person with participants at their school or 
work sites. The interviews were videotaped, with the exception of one participant 
interview. The interviewers had no previous knowledge about the disproportionality 
status of the school, or if the teacher referred students to special education at low or high 
rates. The transcribed interviews were organized into themes, based on multiple readings 
of the transcriptions by each of the interviewers. Codes were then established by the 
entire research team, with pairs of researchers working together to resolve differences in 
coding. A conceptual matrix was then developed to identify thematic similarities. The 
matrix was used to assign codes to themes for subsequent analysis.  
 Results from the thematic coding revealed factors related to: (a) 
sociodemographics, (b) general education, (c) special education processes, (d) resources, 
and (e) diversity and disproportionality. Skiba et al. (2006) found that participant 
responses were similar across participant types (i.e., teacher, director, administrator, or 
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psychologist). In relationship to sociodemographic factors, many participants expressed 
poverty as a contributing factor to students not being prepared for school. Some 
participants placed blame on students’ families; others empathized with parents, while 
others expressed concern with systems in place. General education factors discussed by 
participants included negative interactions between schools and families, poor classroom 
management, cultural mismatches between students and teachers, and standardized 
testing.  
 Participants discussed the time it takes for special education processes to occur 
and identifying a lack of available resources for addressing the needs of students with 
challenging behavior. Participants were asked about specific resources they felt were 
needed to support classroom diversity. Responses included classroom accommodations 
and individualizing instruction. However, participants indicated frustration with the 
amount of time and work it took to individualize instruction to meet the needs of 
struggling students. Participants also expressed that they did not have the necessary 
resources to available to address the needs of students. Special education was similarly 
viewed by many participants as the only service available to meet the academic and 
social needs of struggling students, which was viewed negatively as it could lead to 
referrals being made inappropriately.  
 Participants did not have specific answers regarding why there was 
disproportionate representation of CLD students in special education, and some 
participants stated that they did not think it was an issue. With regard to diversity, many 
participants spoke positively about diversity in classrooms or school settings. But, some 
participants discussed diversity through stereotyping students from specific racial 
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categories, especially African American. Many participants, especially from White 
backgrounds, had difficulty when asked to discuss the topic of race and offered a 
colorblind response.  
 Based on the findings, Skiba et al. (2006) identified specific factors that directly 
contributed to the disproportionate representation of CLD students in special education. 
Skiba et al. (2006) discussed how the identified themes were often times consistent with 
existing literature and research in the field, especially in relationship to participants’ 
views on the impact of poverty. However, Skiba et al. discussed how the themes related 
to behavior management and cultural mismatches may have negatively impacted students 
from impoverished backgrounds more than being raised in poverty alone. Lack of 
classroom management and the inability for teachers to understand different behavioral 
styles of students may contribute to disproportionate representation, especially in the 
category of EBD (Skiba et al., 2006). Skiba et al. recommended that simplistic or linear 
relationships between contributing factors and disproportionality be avoided in future 
research. Additionally, Skiba et al. expressed that changes in systems should be 
considered to address inequities perpetuated by educators, especially White educators.  
 Given that cultural relevancy may encompass a variety of educational practices, 
understanding the core values of pedagogy are important. The literature in the field 
suggests that the pedagogical beliefs of CRP comprise building relationships (Adkins, 
2012; Howard, 2002; Nind et al., 2012), engaging students through interaction (Webb-
Johnson, 2002), and understanding that learning is culturally-based (Voltz et al., 2003). 
The findings are confirmed by perspectives from teachers (Skiba et al., 2006) and 
students (Howard, 2002; Nind et al., 2012).       
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Experiential Education 
 There are a variety of educational practices that are considered experiential in 
nature (e.g., outdoor and recreational education, adventure-based approaches, and 
service-learning). However, Ewert (1999) discusses how any practice that is qualified as 
experiential must be student-centered, allowing learning to be directly experienced by 
students. As a result, many of the skills that are emphasized through experiential 
approaches (e.g., cooperation, trust, and problem-solving) are not always directly 
instructed, but rather experienced by students through facilitated activities (Midura & 
Glover, 2005). The effect of experiential approaches on social and behavioral skills have 
been investigated through games (White & Dinos, 2010), challenge courses outside of 
school settings (Conley et al., 2007; Glass & Benshoff, 2002; Langsner & Anderson, 
1987), and teambuilding activities during physical education classes (Ebbeck & Gibbons, 
1998).   
 White and Dinos (2010) investigated the use of structured mediated learning 
experiences on cooperative behaviors between peers when participating in game-based, 
problem-solving activities. The purpose of the study was to identify if participating in a 
mediated learning experience (MLE) prior to participating in problem-solving tasks 
increased cooperative communication among group members. Mediated learning 
experiences were defined as facilitated experiences a learner participated in that allowed 
for generalizations to be made for use in other contexts. A total of 44 seventh grade 
students participated in the study; 22 in the control group and 22 in the experimental 
group. The mean age for students was 13 years, 5 months old. Each group had equal 
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numbers of males and females. The study took place at a large secondary school in 
England in a culturally diverse, suburban area.  
 An experimental design with pre- and post-test and experimental and control 
conditions was used in the study (White & Dinos, 2010). Interested students placed their 
name on a card and dropped into a bag for either boys or girls, depending on their gender. 
The cards were used to randomly assign students to either the control group or 
experimental group. Parental consent was obtained for all participants. Both groups were 
brought together at the onset of the study to explain timelines and processes for study 
participation. After the initial session, the groups were separated and were asked to 
complete an hour long game-based problem-solving task. The initial task was used to 
collect a baseline measurement of on- and off-task communication between group 
members. Students in the experimental group then participated in a one-hour MLE 
session that instructed students on trust, effectively communicating, and had students 
participate in activities to promote cohesion. Three separate MLE sessions were 
conducted with the experimental group. During the MLE sessions, a facilitator guided 
student discussion in the event of group conflict. The MLE sessions utilized different 
teambuilding activities to instruct students on building communication skills. 
 After the students in the experimental condition participated in the three MLE 
sessions, they were asked to complete problem-solving activities and were provided 
assistance from a facilitator if there were difficulties experienced among participants. 
Both the experimental and control groups then participated in group problem-solving 
activities without the support of a facilitator or mediator. During the group problem-
solving activities, observation of the students was conducted to code for on- or off-task 
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communicative interactions. Two different observers used the same observational rating 
sheet and agreement between observers was calculated using the Kappa statistic (K = 
.82).    
 Results from the study indicated that on pre-test, the on- and off-task 
communicative interactions did not significantly differ between the groups. However, 
from pre-test to post-test, the experimental group demonstrated statistically significant 
increases in their on-task interactions (p < .05), and their percentage of on-task 
interactions went from 34% to 83% over the course of the study. The control group did 
not demonstrate significantly different scores from pre-test to post-test and their 
percentages of on-task interactions only increased by 2% from pre-test to post-test. 
Similar results were indicated for off-task communicative interactions, with the 
experimental group demonstrating statistically significant decreases from pre- to post-test 
(p < .05).  
 White and Dinos (2010) concluded that participating in MLE sessions prior to 
completing problem-solving activities was successful at increasing students’ on-task 
interactions, effective communication, ability to resolve conflicts, and willingness to 
support one another to complete a task. White and Dinos also indicated the importance of 
instructing students in peer cooperation, rather than expecting students to know how to 
cooperate. The authors recommended how future research could extend their study and 
look into peer cooperation as a readiness skill for student learning in cooperative learning 
structures.      
 Glass and Benshoff (2002) conducted a study to determine the impacts of a low-
impact challenge course on perceptions of group cohesion. The purpose of the study was 
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to gain and understanding about adolescent thoughts toward group cohesiveness after 
participating in team building and challenge activities. Adolescents (n = 167) participated 
in the study. All of the participants were between the ages of 11 and 14 years old (M = 
11.97). The participants were public school students from two junior high and one 
elementary school in eastern North Carolina. Seventy-six males and 91 females 
participated in the study. The students were from a variety of racial/ethnic backgrounds 
including White (n = 86), African American (n = 63), and Hispanic (n = 18). Eight 
different challenge course facilitators also participated in the study (three females, five 
males). All of the group facilitators received training and had varying years of experience 
(M = 7.63 years, SD = 4.14) in facilitating challenge courses.  
 The study was conducted at an outdoor challenge course in eastern North 
Carolina. Low-impact challenge course activities including a variety of teambuilding 
activities targeting cooperation and communication skills were implemented. Six 
different adolescent groups participated in the activities. The groups were randomly 
assigned after all of the participants came to the challenge course setting from their 
schools. The students were assigned to groups with students from their same school and 
the groups were between 11 and 15 people.  
 Prior to participating in any activities, all participants completed the Group 
Cohesion Evaluation Questionnaire (GCEQ) that was administered by the principal 
investigator. In addition to participant responses on the GCEQ, demographic information 
was collected to use during analysis (e.g., age, race, and gender). The GCEQ was 
designed specifically for the study and was used to identify participant perceptions of 
group cohesion. The GCEQ was adapted from a variety of existing scales, as there was 
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not an appropriate singular assessment available related to group cohesion. After the 
GCEQ was developed, factor analysis was conducted to assess the reliability of the 
assessment. Using Cronbach’s alpha, reliability was determined to be .91. After 
completing six and a half hours of challenge course activities, the GCEQ was 
administered again as a post-test. 
 The challenge activities were led by a group facilitator. The activities were 
selected for their focus on peer interaction, communication, and group work skills. All of 
the activities emphasized participant demonstration of cooperation and teamwork through 
a variety of game-based activities. The activities included: moon ball, toilet paper shuffle, 
spider’s web, group juggling, and the swinging log. Each group participated in each of 
the activities over the course of one day for six and a half hours. After completing each of 
the activities, the group facilitators led a group discussion asking students to relate the 
skills used in the activities to real-life examples.   
 Data were analyzed using matched sample t-tests to determine any significant 
changes between participants’ pre- and post-test scores. Sixty-three participants were 
randomly selected to only complete the post-test to assess for any pre-test influences on 
post-test scores. Additionally, stepwise linear regression analysis was conducted to assess 
the impacts of the demographic variables on group cohesion. Glass and Benshoff (2002) 
found statistically significant differences in mean scores on the GCEQ from pre-test to 
post-test, indicating increased perceptions of group cohesion among participants after 
participating in the challenge course activities. No significant differences were indicated 
with regard to pre-test influences on post-tests. Based on the finding from the stepwise 
liner regression analysis, Glass and Benshoff found no significant impacts on post-test 
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scores based on age, gender, or race and determined that demographic characteristics of 
participants did not significantly impact perceptions of group cohesion.          
 Glass and Benshoff (2002) concluded that when adolescents participate in group 
challenge activities, group cohesion can be developed. The authors discussed how 
challenge courses that promote peer interactions may be a good first step for building 
group dynamics among students. Additionally, Glass and Benshoff indicated that 
activities were beneficial for a variety of students and may be helpful in promoting inter-
ethnic relationships, though future research is warranted. Glass and Benshoff encouraged 
future research to examine the sequence of activities to identify if the order of activities 
impacts group cohesion. Glass and Benshoff identified that there was no way to assess if 
the increases evidenced through the study were generalized back to school settings or to 
students’ daily lives.  
 Ebbeck and Gibbons (1998) conducted a study investigating the effectiveness of a 
team building curriculum (Team Building through Physical Challenges; Glover & 
Midura, 1992) on the self-concept of sixth and seventh grade students. The purpose of the 
study was to compare team building activities during physical education classes to 
traditional physical education classes on student self-conceptions (i.e., self-worth, athletic 
competence, physical appearance, social acceptance, academic competence, and 
behavior) among both male and female students. The study was conducted in a large 
Canadian city at a suburban middle school. A total of 120 students participated in the 
study (58 males and 62 females). All of the participants attended the same coeducational 
physical education class for either sixth or seventh grade students. Participants ranged in 
age between 10 and 12 years old (M = 11.40; SD = .57).  
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 An experimental pre-test, post-test design with treatment and control groups was 
used in the study. Consent was attained for all participants. At the start of the school year, 
a questionnaire related to student self-conception was administered to participants. 
Demographic information was collected, as well. Students were randomly assigned to 
either a treatment group or a control group within their specific grade level. Treatment 
and control groups were taught by the same physical education teacher in each grade 
level (one sixth grade teacher and one seventh grade teacher). The treatment group 
participated in team building activities based offered through the assigned curriculum 
over an eight month intervention period. The control group participated in traditional 
physical education activities. Each of the teambuilding activities used in with the 
intervention group placed an emphasis on the students working together to identify 
strategies to complete a task. Activities ranged in difficulty over the course of the eight-
month period, with the easier activities being implemented toward the beginning of the 
study.  
 The Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985) questionnaire was used as 
the dependent variable measure across all participants. The scale had each participant 
select between statements related to self-concept that were either minimally true or very 
true for them. The scale measured participant self-reports of their self-worth, athletic 
competence, physical appearance, social acceptance, academic competence, and 
behavior. Both pre-test and post-test scales were assessed by subscale for internal 
consistency. The alpha values across the subscales were all above .70, the score 
considered a minimally accepted value (Ebbeck & Gibbons, 1998). 
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 Ebbeck and Gibbons (1998) analyzed bivariate correlations among the subscales 
for multicollinearity. As a result, they chose to analyze the subscale related to physical 
appearance through a univariate approach, and all other subscales through a multivariate 
approach. A 2x2x2 (groups by time by gender) repeated measures MANOVA was 
conducted across five of the subscales, and the subscale on physical appearance was 
analyzed through a 2x2x2 ANOVA. The results from the MANOVA indicated a 
significant three-way interaction (p < .0001). Similar results were indicated for the 
ANOVA (p < .001). Subsequent analyses were conducted to analyze group by time 
interactions within each gender. Main effects analyses were then conducted for the four 
2-way interactions that were significant. At pre-test, statistically significant differences 
among the self-concept subscale scores were indicated. At post-test male students in the 
treatment group scored significantly higher on self-worth, athletic competence, physical 
appearance, and social acceptance than males in the control group. Female students in the 
treatment group scored significantly higher at post-test on all subscale measures than 
females in the control group. Ebbeck and Gibbons calculated effect sizes to determine the 
importance of the differences identified between groups after the intervention. Across all 
of the subscale measures, the effect sizes were large and as a result Ebbeck and Gibbons 
determined the treatment effects to be meaningful and significant.  
 Ebbeck and Gibbons (1998) determined that teambuilding activities during 
physical education classes had positive impacts on student self-conceptions when 
compared to students who received traditional physical education instruction. The impact 
of the intervention across genders was encouraging to Ebbeck and Gibbons, as past 
research had not identified as positive of outcomes for female students in physical 
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education classes. The authors recommended that future research concentrate on 
identifying the components of teambuilding that are essential to positive student 
outcomes related to self-conceptions.  
Experiential Education for Students with and at Risk for Disabilities 
 Conley, Caldarella, and Young (2007) evaluated the impacts of a single-day 
challenge course on the classroom involvement and student affiliation of students 
considered at risk for EBD. The purpose of the study was determine if participation in a 
challenge course outside of the school setting had influence on students’ relationships 
with their peers in the school setting. Middle and junior high school students considered 
at-risk for EBD based on screening measures used in conjunction with schoolwide 
positive behavior support (SWPBS) systems were identified for participation. Three 
classes at a middle school (sixth and seventh grades) and four classes at a junior high 
school (eighth and ninth grades) participated in the challenge course as a part of their 
intervention program identified through SWPBS. The majority of the enrolled students 
were male.   
 Out of the students enrolled in the intervention classes, individual students in each 
class completed a Classroom Environment Scale (CES; Moos & Trickett, 1987) that 
assessed student perceptions of their classroom involvement and peer affiliations within 
the classroom setting. A total of 50 students completed both a pre-test and post-test 
across both school settings (middle school, n = 29; junior high, n = 21). Twenty junior 
high school students also completed a second administration of the post-test. In addition 
to the CES, students answered open-ended questions about their feelings toward the 
challenge course experience in relationship to their school functioning.  
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 The challenge course was considered the intervention under investigation in this 
study. The students participated in the challenge course as a condition of being enrolled 
in the intervention classroom through SWPBS. Both low-level challenges (e.g., 
teambuilding activities) and high-level challenges (e.g., zipline or high-ropes courses) 
were completed by the students in one day for approximately four hours. Students 
participated in the various activities with other students from their intervention 
classroom. All of the activities were facilitated by a group leader employed by the 
company running the challenge course. Small groups were guided through the various 
activities based on the group leader’s judgment on the ability of the participants and the 
available equipment.  
 The CES and the open-ended questions were administered one day prior to the 
students participating in the challenge course. All of the items and questions were read to 
students to ensure students understood the questions. After participating in the challenge 
course, a post-test administration was conducted with the students on both the CES and 
the open-ended questions. The post-test was administered to students six days after the 
students participated in the challenge course. At the junior high school, a second post-test 
administration was conducted approximately 45 days after students participated in the 
challenge course.  
 To analyze the data from the CES, matched pair t-test were used to compare pre- 
and post-test scores. The open-ended questions were coded for positive, negative, neutral, 
or irrelevant (e.g., unable to read student handwriting) responses. Two different 
individuals assigned codes to the participant responses to the open-ended questions. The 
overall interrater reliability was established at 82% between the two coders.  
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 Results of the t-tests indicated that students who initially presented with 
internalizing behaviors demonstrated statistically significant improvement in their self-
reported classroom involvement (p < .05) and involvement (p < .05). Likewise, students 
at the middle school site demonstrated significant increases in their self-reported 
classroom involvement (p < .05). The results from the open-ended surveys suggested that 
students felt as through their participation in the challenge course led to more respectful 
and trusting interactions with peers in their classrooms. However, only some students 
were able to identify skills that they were able to transfer from participating in the 
challenge course to actual classroom experiences.  
 Conley et al. (2007) concluded that participation in a challenge course led to 
positive increases in student involvement for students who were identified as exhibiting 
internalizing behaviors. They suggested that future research consider investigating ways 
to support students with transferring learned skills back to the school setting, as natural 
settings may be the best place to enrich student demonstration of social skills. 
Additionally, they suggested that future research consider embedding challenge activities 
into regular classroom practices to support student development of skills needed in the 
classroom environment. Conley et al. (2007) further indicated that more research needs to 
be conducted with both female students and students from CLD backgrounds.  
 Langsner and Anderson (1987) investigated the effects of an outdoor challenge 
program on the self-esteem and locus of control in boys with EBD. The purpose of the 
study was to determine if participating in challenge activities improved the self-esteem 
and locus of control of participants when compared to students who did not participate in 
challenge activities. Two different classroom groups (n = 14) participated in the 
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experimental condition and two different classroom groups (n = 17) served as the control 
group. All of the participants were males who had been identified by their school teams 
as exhibiting behavioral disorders and were placed in self-contained classroom settings. 
The students in the experimental group ranged in age from 9 to 13 years old (M = 10.6). 
An equal number of students were White and African American. The students in the 
control group ranged in age from 10 to 13 years old (M = 11.9). Five students in the 
control group were African American; the remaining twelve students were White. The 
authors did not provide additional setting information with the exception that all of the 
students were from self-contained settings for students presenting with behavioral 
disorders.  
 Langsner and Anderson (1987) used an untreated control group research design 
with pre-and post-tests. Two of the groups in each condition (i.e., experimental and 
control) only completed post-tests. Subjects were randomly assigned to condition and to 
either a pre- and post-test group or a post-test only group. The experimental group 
participated in an outdoor challenge program that consisted of six different stages. The 
first stage introduced students to the challenge program staff and was conducted at the 
students’ school. The second stage was a demonstration of various challenge activities 
that students would be participating in by program staff. The classroom teachers then 
spent one day at the challenge program residential site to help them develop their 
facilitating skills. Teachers then participated in a two-day residential training program. 
The fifth stage was a five-day, four night challenge program that was held at the 
challenge program site. The final stage consisted of program staff conducting follow-up 
activities with the participants two weeks after the students attended the five-day 
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program. The activities that were used during the five-day program were focused around 
setting goals, cooperation games, trust activities, individual challenge tasks, group 
challenge tasks, and adventure activities. The duration between pre- and post-test was 14 
weeks.  
 Students in the control group were visited by the challenge program staff at their 
schools in the same manner as in the first two stages of the experimental condition to 
reduce the possibility of any Hawthorne effects. The control group did not receive any of 
the other components from the experimental condition and participated in their traditional 
classroom activities throughout the duration of the study. Students in the control group 
were administered the same pre- and post-test measures as the experimental group within 
the same time frame (14 weeks from pre- to post-test). 
 Two different scales were used in the study. The first scale was self-esteem 
inventory (Coopersmith, 1967) that had established reliability. The inventory contained 
items related to student self-perceptions, relationships with peers, relationships with 
family, feelings toward academics, and lying behaviors. The second scale with the 
Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale for Children (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). 
The scale measured areas related to reinforcement situations within interpersonal and 
motivational domains (e.g., affiliation, achievement, and dependence).  
 An ANCOVA and an ANOVA were used to analyze the data. The ANOVA was 
run to determine differences in scores from pre- to post-test among the groups. Results 
from the ANCOVA, with pre-test scores included as the covariate, indicated significant 
differences between pre-test scores between the control and experimental groups (p < 
.05). No significant differences were found between groups on post-test scores when pre-
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test scores were controlled for. With regard to self-esteem, from pre-test to post-test and 
within groups, no significant treatment effect was identified. Results from the ANOVA 
resulted in no statistically significant interaction or main effects on self-esteem scores. 
Similar findings were indicated for locus of control scores.  
 Langsner and Anderson (1987) discussed their findings in relationship to having a 
small sample size. They indicated that had larger sample sizes been used, their results 
may have indicated significant treatment effects. Langsner and Anderson suggested that 
future research on challenge programs with students with EBD consider different 
dependent variables than self-esteem or locus of control, and consider the impacts of 
programming on female students. Langsner and Anderson suggested that future studies 
use dependent variables that look into peer interactions and cooperation among learners.  
 The literature surrounding experiential educational practices suggests that both 
students with and without disabilities can benefit from student-centered approaches that 
facilitate cooperation, communication, and interaction among group members who 
participate in the same activities together. Experiential approaches require additional 
investigation within the school setting to discover if findings can be generalized into 
natural environments where students are typically asked to work with one another 
(Conley et al., 2007; Glass & Benshoff, 2002).   
Chapter Summary 
 Direct instructional approaches to teaching social skills to students with 
disabilities have demonstrated mixed results in the field (Maag, 2005), though many 
researchers have found direct instruction to be the most effective approach to teaching 
students with EBD (Nelson et al., 1996; Prater et al., 1998). Traditional social skills 
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instruction does not always have students with disabilities actively practice learned skills 
with their peers (Gresham et al., 2001; Mathur et al., 1998). As a result, limited 
information is available on student ability to demonstrate skills that equate to social 
competency within peer groups (Farmer & Cadwallader, 2000). Mathur, Kavale, Quinn, 
Forness, and Rutherford (1998) recommended that peer-mediated strategies be used in 
conjunction with the direct instruction of social skills for students with EBD, but limited 
research to date has explored the use of peers. Moreover, while the content of traditional 
direct instructional social skills training may reflect cultural relevancy by being student 
centered (Goldstein & McGinnis, 1997), the educational approaches do not always follow 
recommendations made for CLD learners of being interactive in nature (Webb-Johnson, 
2002).  
 Cooperative and experiential educational approaches emphasize student 
interaction while promoting interdependence among all learners. Cooperative learning 
between students with and without disabilities has been shown to increase the social 
interactions of students with disabilities in the school setting (Johnson & Johnson, 
1984a). Students with EBD may require instruction in cooperation prior to participating 
in cooperative learning structures in the classroom setting, or with peers (Prater et al., 
1998; White & Dinos, 2010). Furthermore, experiential education approaches, like 
teambuilding activities, have typically been researched in either physical education 
(Ebbeck & Gibbons, 1997) or settings outside of the school (Conley et al., 2007; Glass & 
Benshoff, 2002). However, Conley et al. (2007) suggest that experiential approaches be 
used in classroom settings to support in student demonstration of skills in the natural 
setting of the classroom.   
100 
	  
	  
 Based on what is presently known about effective practice related to students with 
EBD (i.e., direct instruction of social skills) and students from CLD backgrounds (i.e., 
interactive approaches), an intervention was developed to investigate if combining 
strategies would impact the social interactions and cooperation skills of CLD learners 
with EBD. The present study will expand current practice in the field by enabling peer 
interactions among students with and without disabilities in an interactive manner to 
facilitate social interactions and cooperation skill acquisition.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
Research on students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) has focused 
on direct instruction of social skills, with limited focus on social skills interventions 
utilizing typical peers. Limited exposure to general education settings for students with 
EBD placed in more restrictive settings may not provide them with sufficient opportunity 
to develop relationships with peers without disabilities (Chadsey & Han, 2005). 
Likewise, culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students with EBD are more likely 
to be educated in more restrictive placements (Losen & Orfield, 2002; Skiba et al., 2006). 
As a result, many CLD students with EBD have not been socially integrated into general 
education settings. Peer-mediated inclusive strategies may increase the successful 
inclusion and integration of students with EBD (Elliott & Gresham, 1993; Midura & 
Glover, 2005). The proposed study will utilize typical peers to support student 
development of cooperative social skills required for success in the educational setting.      
Teambuilding, as a cooperative learning strategy, increases friendships (Hanna, 
1998) and builds relationships among dissimilar groups (Siperstein, Pociask, & Barnes, 
2009). Teambuilding has been researched among students with or at-risk for EBD using 
qualitative methodologies (West, 1993), and outside of the educational setting (Conley, 
Caldarella, & Young, 2007). Within educational settings, the research on teambuilding 
has been concentrated in physical education classes (Ebbeck & Gibbons, 1998; Gibbons 
& Black, 1997; Socha, Potter, & Downey, 2003). Additionally, research on teambuilding 
has not specified the use of typical peers or isolated specific activities that contribute to 
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the overall teambuilding process (Conley et al., 2007; West, 1993). As a result, the 
proposed study will isolate the first stage of the teambuilding process [i.e., cooperation 
(Cain, 2003)] and investigate the effects of direct instruction in social skills and 
participation in cooperation games between CLD students with EBD and their typical 
peers. Pre- and post-intervention measures of social skills will be taken and compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction. Additionally, student knowledge 
of cooperation skills will be taken pre- and post-intervention for comparison with 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction. A social validity questionnaire to 
identify if students with EBD are able to develop skills that are viewed by peers as being 
socially competent will also be compared between groups and over time. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on student self-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to students with 
EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
Research Question 2 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on special education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
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Research Question 3 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on general education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?   
Research Question 4 
 Will there be significantly different scores based on teacher type (i.e., general 
education vs. special education) on teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment for middle 
school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in cooperation and who 
participate in cooperation games from pre-assessment to post-assessment when compared 
to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
Research Question 5 
 Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly different 
scores on a curriculum based measurement when compared to students with EBD who 
only receive direct instruction?    
Research Question 6 
 Will middle school peer models who participate in cooperation games with 
students with EBD demonstrate significantly different scores on a social validity 
questionnaire from pre-test to post-test?  
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Participants 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders  
 Prior to students being invited to participate, the classroom teacher at each school 
site agreed to participate in the study. Each of the teachers provided special education 
services to middle school students with EBD. All subjects were in sixth through eighth 
grades (i.e., 11 – 14 chronological years old). All participants had an existing educational 
diagnosis that qualified them under the broad definition of EBD in the field (i.e., 
emotional disturbance or health impairment) and an individualized education plan in 
place that indicated the student’s need for social skills instruction related to interpersonal 
skills. The students who were invited to participate were from two middle school 
classrooms at different schools in the same district. One of the classrooms was designated 
as the treatment site, while the other was identified as the comparison site. All of the 
students in each classroom were initially invited to participate. Nine students at the 
treatment school and eight students at the comparison school participated. However, due 
to student absences, suspensions, or expulsions occurring when an assessment was 
administered, data were analyzed assessment by assessment (i.e., BASC-2, CBA)  to 
ensure each participant had a complete data set with both pre- and post-test data 
available.  
 According to the Nevada Administrative Code (NAC), for a student to qualify for 
emotional disturbance (ED) in the school setting, he or she must present with one or more 
of the following characteristics: (a) an inability to learn that is not a result of intellectual, 
sensory, or other health influences, (b) an inability to build or sustain interpersonal peer 
or adult relationships, (c) inappropriate behaviors or feelings, (d) persistent mood of 
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unhappiness or depression, (e) experiencing somatic symptoms as a result of school or 
personal problems, and (f) fears associated with school or personal problems (NAC, 
2013). The student must present with one or more of the identified characteristics for at 
least three months, and the characteristics must have an adverse affect on the child’s 
educational performance (NAC, 2013).  
 In order for a student to qualify for a health impairment in the school setting, the 
NAC outlines that he or she must present with an impairment that restricts his or her 
physical ability, energy, or attentiveness in the educational setting, especially in response 
to stimuli in the environment. The impairment must be caused by an acute medical 
problem, including attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and must have an adverse 
affect on the student’s educational performance (NAC, 2013). Demographic information 
on the study participants with EBD is presented (see Table 1). 
 The participating students with EBD were previously (a) diagnosed by a 
multidisciplinary team as being eligible for special education services and (b) were 
receiving educational services in a placement outside of the general education setting for 
a portion of the school day. The students with EBD across schools were between the ages 
of 11 and 14. The average age of students at the treatment school was 12.11 and 12.75 at 
the comparison school (see Table 1). The general education peer participants at the 
treatment school were between the ages of 11 and 14 with an average age of 12.41. All of 
the peers were nominated to participate by school staff based on staff knowledge of 
student (a) willingness to participate in activities and (b) ability to act as a peer role 
model. 
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Table 1 
Demographic Information for Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
Characteristics Treatment School Comparison School 
Gender   
Male 8 5 
Female 1 3 
Age   
Mean 12.11 12.75 
Range 11-14 11-14 
Ethnicity   
Caucasian 3 1 
African-American 4 3 
Latino 2 4 
Native-American 0 0 
Asian or Pacific-Islander 0 0 
Other 0 0 
Educational Disability Category   
Emotional Disturbance 6 2 
Health Impairment  3 6 
Time Spent in Self-Contained   
0-15% 2 0 
16-30% 0 2 
31-45% 0 1 
46-60% 6 0 
Over 60% 1 5 
Total 9 8 
 
 
 
The intervention (i.e., cooperation games) did not require students to have 
prerequisite skills, as the intervention activities and process were new to the students. The 
teachers at each school confirmed that they had not previously instructed students on the 
targeted cooperation skills, and the teacher at the treatment school confirmed that she had 
never instructed students using the games. A teaching component occurred in each 
intervention session.  
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Students without Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
At the treatment school, there were also general education students present during 
the intervention sessions. The general education peer involvement was considered a 
component of the overall intervention. Pre- and post- social validity measures were 
collected to measure general education peer perception of social interactions with 
students with EBD. The general education students were selected by school 
administrators and teachers for participation. The classroom teacher or school 
administrator verified that the nominated peer: (a) was in at least one class with a 
participating student with EBD, (b) had less than five absences per semester, and (c) was 
willing to participate in activities. Demographic information on peers without disabilities 
is presented (see Table 2).  
 
 
Table 2 
Demographic Information for Students without Disabilities 
Characteristics Treatment School 
Gender  
Male 5 
Female 5 
Age  
Mean 12.4 
Range 11-14 
Ethnicity  
Caucasian 2 
African-American 0 
Latino 7 
Native-American 0 
Asian or Pacific-Islander 0 
Other 1 
Total  10 
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For both students with and without EBD, parent consent forms were sent home by 
the classroom teachers at each of the school sites (see Appendix A). At both school sites, 
parent consent had to be received in order for students to participate in the study. In 
addition, student assent was gained through a written form administered by the classroom 
teacher at each school site (see Appendix A). The parent consent was written at the fifth 
grade level, and the student assent form at the third grade level.     
Teachers 
 Two special education teachers participated in this study, one at the treatment 
school and one at the comparison school. The teachers taught in self-contained classroom 
settings and were licensed to teach students with EBD. Informed consent from the 
teachers was attained (see Appendix A). The demographic information of the special 
education teachers is presented in Table 3. Prior to implementation, both teachers were 
trained in the direct instruction teaching method for cooperation skills (see Appendix B). 
During one of the sessions at the treatment school, the classroom teacher was absent. The 
classroom assistant who was present during the instruction of previous lessons, and who 
had observed how to teach the lessons, was asked to participate in place of the classroom 
teacher. The classroom assistant signed an informed consent to participate in leading 
instruction for one direct instruction lesson. Fidelity measures were taken on the direct 
instructional method using an implementation checklist (see Appendix C). The special 
education teacher at the treatment school was also trained in the cooperation games 
intervention according to the teaching scripts (see Appendix D). A fidelity checklist on 
the cooperation games (see Appendix E) was used during training sessions. The special 
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education teachers also completed pre- and post-test behavior ratings on students using 
the BASC-2. They administered the curriculum based measurement.  
 
Table 3 
Demographic Information for Special Education Teachers 
Characteristics Treatment School 
Teacher 
Comparison School 
Teacher 
Gender Female Female 
Age 52 55 
Ethnicity Black White 
Years Teaching Students with  
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
 
13 
 
16 
Degree Master’s Degree Master’s Degree 
 
  
 In addition to the special education teachers, a general education teacher was 
asked to complete pre- and post-tests on study participant social skills as measured 
through the BASC-2. Each of the general education teacher participants taught an 
identified study participant during the school day. The general education teachers were 
not responsible for implementing the direct instructional approach or the cooperation 
games. They consented to participate (see Appendix A). Demographic information of the 
general education teachers at each school is presented in Table 4.  
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Table 4 
Demographic Information of General Education Teachers 
Characteristics Gender Age Ethnicity Years 
Teaching  
Degree 
Treatment School      
Teacher A Male 23 Caucasian 1 Bachelor’s 
Teacher B Male 64 Caucasian Over 20 Master’s 
Teacher C Male 31 African American 5 Bachelor’s 
Comparison School      
Teacher D Female 37 Caucasian 2 Bachelor’s 
Teacher E Female 33 Caucasian 8 Master’s 
Teacher F Female 47 Asian 14 Bachelor’s 
 
 
Teacher Fidelity and Independent Observers 
 A master’s student in special education and a doctoral student in special education 
collected the teacher fidelity data. One observer collected data at the treatment school and 
the other observer collected data at the comparison school. The fidelity observer at the 
treatment school observed the direct instruction lessons and the intervention sessions (i.e., 
cooperation games) and completed the corresponding fidelity checklists. The fidelity 
observer at the comparison school observed the direct instruction lessons and completed 
the teacher fidelity checklists for each lesson.  
 The fidelity observers were trained in how to observe the direct instruction 
lessons and the cooperation games using the fidelity checklists. Additionally, both 
observers attended one training session on completing the teacher fidelity checklists and 
accurately collecting data. During the course of the study, if a teacher’s fidelity score fell 
below 80% on any given lesson/session, the observer provided performance feedback to 
the teacher. After providing performance feedback to teachers, their scores on the next 
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session were used to gauge if there was improvement in their fidelity. The fidelity 
observers also acted as the independent observers at the opposite school from where they 
were acting as fidelity observers to measure interobserver agreement.  
Independent Rater 
 A doctoral student with experience working with students with EBD and 
knowledge of assessment scoring rescored 20% of the pre-test and post-test measures at 
the treatment and comparison schools. The independent rater was trained on how to score 
all of the assessments. The percentage of agreement between the independent rater and 
the student investigator was calculated using a point by point agreement method (Cooper, 
Heron, & Heward, 2007) using the following formula 
[(agreements)/(agreements+disagreements) x 100 = percent of interobserver agreement 
per session)]. 
Setting 
The proposed study took place at two middle schools in a large, urban school 
district in the southwest region of the United States. The individual school sites selected 
for this study were identified based on overall demographic similarities (i.e., over 80% of 
students on free and reduced lunch; over 70% of students classified as non-White) in 
addition to programmatic similarities (i.e., special class placement availability for 
students with EBD), since the intervention was designed to address the needs of CLD 
students with EBD who were placed in more restrictive school settings. Facility 
acknowledgement of participation was attained by the building principal at the treatment 
school and the comparison school (see Appendix F).  
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The study participants were middle school students with EBD who received their 
educational services outside of the general education environment in a self-contained or 
resource classroom setting/program for a percentage of the day. As a result, the identified 
schools had to have programs that provided special education services to students with 
EBD in classrooms outside of the general education environment. Two school sites were 
identified based on their demographic and educational placement/programmatic 
similarities. One middle school site housed the classroom used for the intervention group, 
while the other middle school site housed the classroom for the comparison group. Both 
middle schools had similar demographic composition with regard to student diversity and 
socio-economic status, as measured through the percentage of students receiving free and 
reduced lunch (see Table 5). Additionally, the students in the classrooms where the 
intervention occurred mirrored the overall school population.  
 
Table 5 
Demographic Composition of Middle School Sites 
Characteristics Treatment School  Comparison School  
Total Student Population 1,168 862 
Students on Free/Reduced Lunch 1,091 (93.4%) 740 (86%) 
Number of White Students 53 (4.5%) 120 (13.9%) 
Number of Non-White Students 1,115 (95.5%) 742 (86.1%) 
 
 
Instrumentation 
The dependent variable for research questions one through four were the scores 
on the BASC-2 assessment from three different reporters (i.e., general education teachers, 
special education teachers, and students). The BASC-2 measures social skills through 
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identifying both maladaptive and adaptive behaviors (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). The 
skills measured by the BASC-2 are classified under different subscales: (a) externalizing 
problems including hyperactivity, aggression, and conduct problems; (b) internalizing 
problems including anxiety, depression, and somatization; (c) school problems including 
attention and learning problems (teacher report only); (d) behavioral symptoms including 
atypicality and withdrawal; and (e) adaptive skills including adaptability, social skills, 
leadership, study skills (teacher report only), and functional communication (Reynolds & 
Kamphaus, 2004). Definitions for each of the subscales are further explained in Appendix 
G. With respect to the specific social skills required for cooperation targeted through the 
intervention, the BASC-2 measures listening skills, effective communication, helping 
others, demonstrating self-control, and negotiating with peers. 
The primary dependent variable was the externalizing problems subscale and the 
adaptive skills subscale, but all of the subscales on the BASC-2 were analyzed for 
collateral effects. The student self-report of the BASC-2 was at a third grade readability 
level (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). The BASC-2 is considered a psychometrically 
sound assessment tool with regard to its reliability, construct validity, and convergent 
validity with other measurement tools used in the field (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). 
The dependent variable for research question five was scores on pre- and post-
curriculum based assessments of cooperation skills. A curriculum based assessment 
(CBA) is used to evaluate a student’s proficiency on specific skills taught through a 
curriculum (Hintze, Christ, & Methe, 2006). The CBA was developed to assess student 
knowledge of the targeted cooperation social skills (i.e., listening, convincing others, 
negotiating, helping others, and self-control). Each of the cooperation skills was divided 
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into skill steps. The CBA also assessed student knowledge of the skill steps required for 
each of the targeted cooperation skills. The CBA was written at a third grade level, and 
all of the questions and scenarios were read aloud to students by the classroom teacher. 
The CBA is found in Appendix H.      
Research question six used a five item Likert-scale to assess the perceptions of 
students without disabilities regarding their level of social interaction with students with 
EBD. The Likert-scale was used as one measure of social validity (see Appendix I). 
Social validity is considered as an evaluation of whether the skills taught through the 
intervention lead to social competence (Gresham et al., 2001). The questionnaire asked 
peers to rate their feelings about the ability of students with EBD to present with 
interpersonal skills they would deem as being successful (e.g., cooperating with others, 
making friends, or working with others). Additional Likert-scale social validity measures 
were also administered to students with EBD, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers at both the treatment school and the comparison school (see Appendix 
J).  
Design and Procedures 
Experimental Design  
 The design used in this study was a quasi-experimental design (i.e., mixed model 
design with one between and one repeated measure) using pre-selected treatment and 
comparison groups. The design used in this study allowed for the intervention of 
cooperation games (i.e., the independent variable) to be systematically introduced to the 
treatment group to see the impact of the intervention. To ensure experimental control, the 
study was carefully designed to ensure comparability on the assessment measures (e.g., 
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BASC-2 and CBA) across the treatment and comparison groups. The study participants 
were matched at pre-test to ascertain there were not significant differences between the 
groups at the onset of the study. Group comparability demonstrated experimental control 
(Keppel & Wickens, 2004).  
 The significance level set for this study was p < .05, which is typical for social 
and behavioral science research (Field, 2009). The sample size in this study was a 
relatively small sample, which increased the likelihood of a Type II error being made.  
Procedures  
 The order for the study followed this sequence: (1) pre-test BASC-2 reports 
administered to study participants, general education teachers, and the special education 
teacher; (2) pre-test curriculum based assessment administered to student, (3) peer model 
training and pre-test social validity measure administered to general education peers; (4) 
teacher training on the direct instruction scripts and cooperation games until the teacher 
achieved at least 90% adherence to the teaching scripts; (5) observer training on the 
fidelity checklists prior to the start of the intervention; (6) intervention phase introduced 
to study participants (i.e., direct instruction twice weekly followed by cooperation games 
twice weekly for five consecutive weeks following the intervention schedule in Appendix 
K); (7) re-introduction of traditional instruction to the study participants; (8) post-test 
BASC-2 reports administered to study participants, general education teachers, and the 
special education teacher; (9) post-test curriculum based measurement administered to 
students; (10) post-test questionnaire administered to general education peers; (11) social 
validity questionnaires administered to students with EBD and all participating teachers,  
and (12) interobserver agreement and interrater reliability calculated.   
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Pre-test procedures for the BASC-2. The purpose of the pre-test condition was 
to obtain baseline assessment scores on the BASC-2 from two teachers (e.g., one general 
education teacher and one special education teacher) and each of the study participants. 
Pre-tests were administered at the treatment and comparison schools. All of the student 
self-report BASC-2 assessments were collected and coded as the pre-assessment for each 
participant.   
For each participant, a BASC-2 teacher-report was asked to be completed by the 
student’s special education teacher and a general education teacher who was responsible 
for providing the student’s educational services in the general education setting. As a 
result, the general education teacher differed across the sample population, as the study 
participants were in different grade levels or received their educational services in 
different subject areas. The purpose of including a general education teachers’ BASC-2 
report for each participant, even if the teachers differed across the study participants, was 
to gain a perspective on the students’ functioning in a different setting. Additionally, the 
inclusion of a general education teacher’s BASC-2 assessment was used to determine if 
there were different perspectives between the type of teacher (i.e., general vs. special 
education). However, at the treatment school, two of the participating general education 
teachers did not return their pre-tests, despite visits to the school and email 
correspondence reminding teachers to complete them. As a result, pre-test data were 
unable to be analyzed, as the two teachers were completing ratings of six of the nine 
participants at the treatment school.  
 The student self-report BASC-2 assessment was administered to each of the study 
participants (i.e., students with EBD) at both the treatment and comparison school sites. 
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Reynolds and Kamphaus (2004) suggested that prompts be read to the students. The 
student self-reports were administered to the entire group of study participants at the 
same time, but individual assessments were completed by each of the study participants. 
When a student was absent during the whole group administration, an individual 
administration of the student BASC-2 report was conducted as soon as possible after the 
student returned to school, and prior to the start of the intervention. The prompts were 
read to the students while the students circled their coordinating responses on the 
assessment form.  
Pre-test procedures for the curriculum based assessment. The purpose of this 
pre-test condition was to obtain baseline assessment scores on a curriculum based 
assessment that measured study participant knowledge of social skills required for 
cooperation. The curriculum based assessment presented study participants with various 
scenarios in which they identified either appropriate or inappropriate cooperation social 
skills based on the information presented. All of the scenarios were read aloud to the 
students by the classroom teacher. Student scores were graded according to a rubric (see 
Appendix H). 
Pre-test procedures for peer model training and peer questionnaire 
administration. The purpose of this pre-test condition was to obtain baseline measures 
of the general education peer models' perceptions of their social interactions with 
students in the treatment school teacher’s classroom (i.e., students with EBD). The peer 
models could not be told that other students had a disability, as a result, the classroom 
teacher’s name was used to describe the students they should complete ratings about. All 
of the peer models signed a confidentiality agreement prior to participation, per the 
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recommendation of the school district. The peer models were asked to complete a Likert-
scale assessment generally about their social interactions with students from the treatment 
school teacher’s classroom (see Appendix I). The peer questionnaire responses (pre and 
post) were the only data collected on the peer models. After completing the Likert-scale 
assessment, the peers were trained in how to model specific cooperation social skills 
during the cooperation teambuilding games. Peer model training consisted of: (a) 
introducing the cooperation social skills required of all students, (b) a student discussion 
on how they would demonstrate those skills, and (c) a demonstration of how to prompt 
other students to show a cooperation social skill during different activities (see Appendix 
L). 
Direct instruction training procedures. Prior to the start of the intervention 
period, the classroom teachers at each school were trained in the direct instructional 
approach for teaching the cooperation social skills targeted through the study. For the 
direct instruction of social skills, the Skillstreaming the Adolescent curriculum 
(McGinnis, 2012) was used. Permission was obtained from the publisher to use specific 
pages of the curriculum (see Appendix M). The classroom teachers at both school sites 
were trained using the same lesson structure as outlined through Skillstreaming. The 
teachers were trained at a time when students were not present and were told not to 
introduce any of the lessons on the targeted skills prior to implementation.   
 Intervention training procedures. Prior to the start of the intervention period, 
the classroom teacher at the treatment school was trained in facilitating the three 
cooperation games using teaching scripts (see Appendix D). The teacher observed each 
of the games being implemented according to the coordinating script to understand the 
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facilitation process. After observing, the teacher independently facilitated each of the 
games using the appropriate script. Performance feedback was provided to the teacher by 
the trainer. The training sessions were also observed by an independent observer who 
collected fidelity of implementation as measured by fidelity checklists. The teacher was 
trained outside of the self-contained classroom environment. Five students who were not 
study participants participated in the training session. Students participated during the 
training sessions to ensure that the teacher could observe student behavior during the 
cooperation games and to develop her facilitation skills with students. The teacher did not 
introduce any of the intervention components to the study participants prior to the start of 
the study.  
 Direct instruction procedures. The cooperation social skills taught by the 
classroom teachers comprised five specific skills outlined in Skillstreaming (McGinnis, 
2012). The Skillstreaming curriculum was selected based on adherence to the direct 
instruction format reported to be effective for students with EBD and because of the 
breadth of research supporting it as an intervention (McGinnis, 2012). Additionally, the 
Skillstreaming model suggests an instructional approach to follow as opposed to 
adherence to a teaching script. Highly scripted lessons often times do not allow for 
teachers to adjust the material to situational or student contexts, resulting in a lack of 
fidelity to implementation (Harn, Parisi, & Stoolmiller, 2013). The skills that were 
directly instructed included: (a) listening, (b) convincing others, (c) helping others, (d) 
self-control, and (e) negotiating. A lesson structure and specific guidelines for 
implementation accompanied each skill. All direct instructional scripts followed the same 
format: (a) introducing the skill, (b) identifying the skill steps, (c) modeling of the skill 
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by the teacher, (c) students practicing the skill, (d) teacher giving feedback to the 
students, and (e) teacher assigning independent practice with the skill to the students.  
Intervention sessions took place in the study participants’ classroom at both schools and 
lasted 25 minutes. 
 Intervention procedures. The independent variable for the study consisted of 
direct instruction in cooperation and three different cooperation games that followed an 
intervention schedule (see Appendix K). The three different activities were selected 
because they were interactive in nature and were designed to target student cooperation. 
Although they were different activities, their overall goal of building cooperation was the 
same. The three different cooperation games are described in detail in Appendix N. All of 
the activities were scripted (see Appendix D), and the teacher adhered to the same 
procedure for all of the activities, but utilized the script that coordinated with the specific 
game identified for the intervention session. As a result, there were three different 
teaching scripts. 
Intervention sessions took place in the school’s cafeteria, as it was not used by 
other students during the time period and it provided enough space for the students to 
complete the activities. The intervention sessions lasted 25 minutes, the length of the 
non-academic advisory period. The general education students came to the study 
participants’ classroom and walked with them to the cafeteria to participate in the 
activities. Each intervention session adhered to the following instructional sequence: (1) 
whole group explanation of the specific activity for the session and which skill was being 
emphasized, (2) teacher asking for volunteers to discuss the activity and rules, (3) teacher 
explanation of student expectations, (4) selected students modeling how to complete the 
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activity, (5) all students completing the specified activity, (6) the teacher monitoring 
students, and (7) a whole group discussion guided by the teacher using specific questions 
and discussion prompts. The teaching scripts for each of the cooperation games included 
a pre-teaching component on student expectations. If a student engaged in challenging 
behavior during an intervention session, the classroom teacher used the classroom system 
of positive behavioral supports to redirect. If student behavior persisted, the teacher asked 
the student to sit and observe the other students while they completed the lesson.   
 The intervention took place two times per week (i.e., on Tuesdays and Thursdays) 
for five consecutive weeks, for a total of ten intervention sessions. The intervention 
sessions were scheduled during the students’ advisory period, so academic instruction 
time was not utilized. The intervention sessions lasted the duration of the advisory period, 
which was 25 minutes in length. Each of the intervention sessions took place after the 
direct instruction of a cooperation skill was taught the previous day during the student’s 
social skills instruction period.   
 For the intervention sessions, the teaching script used by the teacher (see 
Appendix D) included a section on teaching student expectations as a group management 
procedure. Each intervention session followed the same procedure. The same activity was 
sometimes repeated during the intervention session to ensure the time spent engaging in 
activities was consistent across intervention sessions. The teacher either reminded the 
students to practice a specific skill (e.g., listening) during the repetition of the game or 
provided the students with a challenge (e.g., beat the first game’s completion time) during 
the second time. The repetition of a game during each session is typical in teambuilding 
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games/activities to increase students’ demonstration of learned skills (Midura & Glover, 
2005).    
 Description of intervention setting. The intervention (i.e., cooperation games) 
took place in the cafeteria at the treatment school, as it provided enough space for the 
students to perform the games. The intervention activities required the students to stand 
in a circle and move around in the open space. The classroom teacher was the 
interventionist for the study. The teacher facilitated the cooperation games with the 
assistance of a task-analyzed teaching script. The teacher introduced the games and the 
cooperation skill being practiced, and then moved outside from the group of students and 
become an observer. Once the activity came to an end, the teacher returned to the group 
to wrap-up up the activity with scripted questions and discussion prompts.  
Data collection forms. During the intervention sessions, a teaching script was 
used by the teacher that specified: (a) how to introduce each activity, (b) how to 
demonstrate each activity, and (c) questions that should be asked after completion of each 
specified activity (see Appendix D). Additionally, procedural fidelity data was collected 
using a fidelity checklist (see Appendix E) to ensure the teacher adhered to the lesson 
structure. In addition to the fidelity observers, an independent observer was trained on the 
use of the fidelity checklists.   
 Equipment. Specific equipment and materials needed for the intervention (i.e., 
cooperation games) varied depending on the specific activity that was being conducted 
during an individual session. Equipment and materials needed for each individual activity 
are described in Appendix N which provides a detailed description of the cooperation 
games.   
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 Post-test procedures. After the conclusion of the intervention phase (i.e., five 
weeks of intervention sessions twice per week), the student self-report BASC-2 
assessment was administered to each of the study participants at the treatment and 
comparison schools in the same way it was administered prior to the intervention. 
Likewise, the special education classroom teacher and the general education teachers 
completed teacher-report BASC-2 assessments on each of the study participants in both 
the treatment and comparison groups. The post-test curriculum based measurement was 
also administered. At the treatment school, the general education peer models completed 
the post-test Likert-scale questionnaire. At both schools social validity measures were 
also completed by the students with EBD, the special education teachers, and the general 
education teachers.     
Procedures for Reliability  
 Procedural fidelity on the independent variable was collected by measuring the 
teacher’s adherence to the lesson structures outlined in the fidelity checklists. One teacher 
fidelity observer scored the fidelity checklists at the treatment school, while the other 
teacher fidelity observer scored the fidelity checklists at the comparison school. Each 
teacher fidelity observer then acted as the independent observer for the opposite school 
site from where they were the fidelity observer. Both teacher fidelity observers were 
trained on the use of all the fidelity checklists used in the study (i.e., direct instruction 
fidelity checklist and cooperation games fidelity checklist). To obtain a measure of 
interobserver agreement, the independent observer collected data for 20% of the total 
number of sessions at the opposite school from where they were the fidelity observer 
(e.g., the fidelity observer at the treatment school acted as the independent observer at the 
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comparison school, and the fidelity observer at the comparison school acted as the 
independent observer at the treatment school). The reviewed sessions were randomized. 
The percentage of agreement between the teacher fidelity observers and the independent 
observer was calculated using a point by point agreement method (Cooper, Heron, & 
Heward, 2007) using the following formula [(agreements)/(agreements+disagreements) X 
100 = percent of interobserver agreement per session)].  
 Additionally, interrater reliability was calculated to assure the accuracy of 
assessment scoring. The independent rater was trained in how to score the assessments. 
The independent rater rescored 20% of the pre-test and post-test measures (i.e., BASC-2, 
and curriculum based assessments). The rescored assessments were randomly selected 
using a random numbers generator. Interrater reliability was scored using the following 
formula [(agreements/(agreements/disagreements) X 100 = percent of interrater 
agreement)].  
Treatment of Data 
Data Analyses 
 Research question 1. Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct 
instruction in cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate 
significantly different scores on student self-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when 
compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
 Data analysis. Research question one was analyzed using a repeated measures 
factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) with one between and one within subjects factor. 
The ANOVA was run using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, version 
20.1). For the results of the ANOVA that indicated a significant interaction term (i.e., 
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time by group term), then simple main effects analyses were conducted to determine if 
significant differences existed between the levels of one independent variable at each 
level of the other independent variable. Post hoc corrections (e.g., Bonferroni) were 
made. The results from the simple main effects analyses were interpreted to indicate the 
source of the interaction and to state whether the intervention was successful. Additional 
paired samples t-tests were run on any of the BASC-2 subscale scores that were identified 
as statistically significant.     
 Research question 2. Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct 
instruction in cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate 
significantly different scores on special education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 
assessment when compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
 Data analysis. Research question two was analyzed using a repeated measures 
factorial ANOVA with one between and one within subjects factor. The ANOVA was 
run using SPSS. For results of the ANOVA that indicated a significant interaction term 
(i.e., time by group term), then simple main effects analyses were conducted to determine 
if significant differences existed between the levels of one independent variable at each 
level of the other independent variable. Post hoc corrections (e.g., Bonferroni) were 
made. The results from the simple main effects analyses were interpreted to indicate the 
source of the interaction and to state whether the intervention was successful. Additional 
paired samples t-tests were run on any of the BASC-2 subscale scores that were identified 
as statistically significant. 
 Research question 3. Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct 
instruction in cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate 
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significantly different scores on general education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 
assessment when compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?   
 Data analysis. As a result of teachers at the treatment school not returning pre-test 
BASC-2 teacher reports prior to the start of the intervention, only post-test scores could 
be compared across general education teachers at the treatment and comparison schools. 
Scores were analyzed by running an ANOVA. No significant interaction was indicated, 
so no follow-up analyses were warranted.    
 Research question 4. Will there be significantly different scores based on teacher 
type (i.e., general education vs. special education) on teacher-reports of the BASC-2 
assessment for middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games from pre-assessment to post-
assessment when compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
 Data analysis. As a result of teachers at the treatment school not returning pre-test 
BASC-2 teacher reports prior to the start of the intervention, only post-test scores could 
be compared across teacher type (general education or special education) and school type 
(treatment or comparison). A factorial ANOVA was run using SPSS.  For results of the 
ANOVA that indicated a significant interaction term (i.e., teacher type by school type), 
then simple main effects analyses were conducted to determine if significant differences 
existed between the levels of one independent variable at each level of the other 
independent variable. Post hoc corrections (e.g., Bonferroni) were made. The results from 
the simple main effects analyses were interpreted to indicate the source of the interaction 
and to state whether the intervention was successful. Additional independent samples t-
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tests were run on any of the BASC-2 subscale scores that were identified as statistically 
significant. 
 Research question 5. Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct 
instruction in cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate 
significantly different scores on a curriculum based measurement when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction? 
 Data analysis. Research question five was analyzed using a repeated measures 
factorial ANOVA with one between and one within subjects factor. The ANOVA was 
run using SPSS. No significant interaction was indicated, so no follow-up analyses were 
warranted. 
 Research question 6. Will middle school students without disabilities who 
participate in cooperation games with students with EBD as peer models demonstrate 
significantly different scores on a social validity questionnaire when compared to 
students without disabilities who only attend classes with students with EBD?  
 Data analysis. A paired samples t-tests was run using SPSS to compare peer 
model perceptions on the items in the Likert-scale questionnaire from pre- to post-test. 
  
128 
	  
	  
CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
Overview 
 In the school setting, student demonstration of social skills is deemed important 
by teachers (Lane, Wehby, & Cooley, 2006). For students with emotional and behavioral 
disorders (EBD), social skills related to cooperation (e.g., listening, communicating, self-
control) are often times hard for them to display (Bower, 1982). Students with EBD who 
are unable to demonstrate social skills often face poorer school outcomes including 
higher dropout rates and disciplinary infractions (Lane et al., 2008), and they are more 
likely to be placed outside of the general education setting (Wagner et al., 2006). 
Outcomes for students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds are 
similar to those of students with EBD and include higher rates of exclusionary discipline 
and lower graduation rates (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Vincent et al., 2011). 
Additionally, students from CLD backgrounds are often overrepresented in the disability 
category of EBD (Klingner et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2008). Students from CLD 
backgrounds who also have a diagnosis of EBD are more likely to be placed in more 
restrictive school settings (Losen & Orfield, 2002), limiting their ability to interact with 
general education peers (Panacek & Dunlap, 2003).  
 A recommended instructional approach to teach social skills to students with EBD 
is through direct instruction (Elliott & Gresham, 1993; Rutherford et al., 1998). 
Researchers also encourage social skills instruction that includes general education peers 
(Mathur et al., 1998) and occurs within natural settings (Maag, 2005).  Given that social 
skills training programs have demonstrated mixed results in the field (Maag, 2005; Quinn 
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et al., 1999) and there is very limited research that incorporates both general education 
peers and instruction within natural settings, more research is warranted. Further, students 
from CLD backgrounds with a diagnosis of EBD are a unique subset of the population of 
students diagnosed with EBD, and may require different instructional approaches from 
how social skills have been traditionally instructed.     
 The purpose of this study was to determine if the combination of direct instruction 
in cooperation social skills and cooperation games with peer involvement impacted 
special education teacher, general education teacher, and student behavioral ratings as 
measured through the Behavior Assessment System for Children – Second Edition 
(BASC-2) when compared to direct instruction alone. The present study also set out to 
determine which instructional approach would impact student knowledge of cooperation 
skills as measured through a curriculum-based assessment (CBA). General education 
peers at the treatment school completed a questionnaire pre- and post-intervention that 
measured their perceptions of students with EBD to determine if participation in 
interactive, cooperation games would impact their views of students with EBD.  The 
direct instruction lessons were taught using the Skillstreaming the Adolescent curriculum 
(McGinnis, 2012). Five targeted cooperation skills were identified for direct instruction 
(e.g., listening, convincing others, helping others, negotiating, and self-control). Three 
different cooperation games were implemented by the special education teacher at the 
treatment school in addition to the direct instruction lessons. Seventeen students with 
EBD, ten general education peers, two special education teachers, and seven general 
education teachers participated in the study (see Tables 1, 2, & 3).  
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 Two different middle schools serving students in grades six through eight 
participated in the study. One middle school housed the classroom used for direct 
instruction alone (n =8), while the other school housed the classroom for the combination 
of direct instruction and cooperation games with peer involvement (n = 9). At each 
school site, the special education teacher implemented the lessons developed for the 
study. Prior to the start of the study, pre-tests were administered at both school sites. Pre-
tests included: (a) special and general education teacher ratings of student behavior on the 
BASC-2; (b) student self-report ratings of their behavior on the BASC-2; (c) a curriculum-
based assessment (CBA) measuring student knowledge of five different cooperation 
skills; and (d) peer ratings of their perceptions of students with EBD, administered to 
peers at the treatment school only. The BASC-2 assessment was used to measure student 
functioning related to internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive behaviors. For certain 
subscales (e.g., internalizing and externalizing behaviors), higher scores indicate more 
negative or clinical attitudes or perceptions. For the subscales related to adaptive 
behaviors, lower scores indicate a more negative relationship with the construct measured 
(Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004).  
 The BASC-2 rating forms were provided to general education and special 
education teachers at each school with an explanation of how to complete them. Two 
general education teachers at the treatment school did not return pre-test data on students 
prior to implementation; as a result no changes between groups over time could be 
assessed. At each school, the BASC-2 forms were read aloud to participating students 
with EBD to obtain self-report data. A CBA was also administered at each school site by 
the special education teacher. The CBA had students answer questions in response to a 
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scenario that was read aloud to them. The CBA was designed to measure student ability 
(a) to identify the skill being presented through the scenario, (b) to provide a definition of 
the skill, (c) to identify if the skill was being performed correctly, and (d) to provide the 
steps needed to demonstrate the skill. The pre-test administered to the peers at the 
treatment school was designed to measure their perceptions of students with EBD 
(without identifying confidential student information) on a five-point Likert-type scale 
(i.e., from strongly disagree to strongly agree). Statements rated by peers included: (a) 
their thoughts on how well the students with EBD cooperated, (b) their willingness to 
work on a group project with students with EBD, (c) their willingness to hang out with a 
student with EBD, (d) their friendship with a student with EBD, and (e) if they felt 
students in the classroom made friends easily. 
 Over the course of five weeks, students with EBD at each school site received ten 
direct instruction lessons in five different cooperation skills (i.e., listening, convincing 
others, helping others, negotiating, and using self-control). Each cooperation skill was 
instructed two times during a week, with teachers following a teaching script and a 
sequence for instruction (see Appendix B). At one middle school site, the special 
education teacher also implemented three different cooperation games following a 
rotating schedule across the five weeks of the study (see Appendix K). One of the three 
games was implemented the day after a direct instruction lesson occurred. The general 
education peer participants were invited to participate in the cooperation games across the 
ten different sessions. Peers were present for nine out of the ten sessions scheduled for 
teaching the cooperation games, based on students not being released by their teacher 
during one of the sessions. Fidelity observations were conducted across all direct 
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instruction lessons at both schools, and across all games sessions at the treatment school. 
Interobserver agreement (IOA) data were also collected on 20% of the direct instruction 
lessons at both school sites, as well as on 20% of the games sessions at the treatment 
school. 
 After the five weeks of implementation, post-tests were administered in the same 
manner as pre-test administration. Special education and general education teachers were 
both asked to complete BASC-2 forms rating students’ progress across the subscales 
related to internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive behaviors. The BASC-2 was also read 
aloud to students at each school site for the post-test. Students were told to respond to the 
statements on the rating form taking into consideration any changes they felt over the past 
five weeks. Post-test data from the BASC-2 were collected from all participating students 
and teachers (e.g., general and special education). The special education teacher at each 
school also administered the post-test CBA, reading similar scenarios as in the pre-test 
administration. Students responded to the same questions asked on the pre-test CBA. At 
the treatment school, the general education peer participants completed the post-test 
Likert-scale questionnaire with the same prompts as the pre-test. Social validity data were 
also collected post-intervention across all students and teachers.   
Teacher Fidelity to Implementation and Interobserver Agreement 
 Fidelity to the structural components of interventions is recommended in 
educational research (Harn, Parisi, & Stoolmiller, 2013; O’Donnell, 2008). As a result, 
two different fidelity checklists were developed as a way to measure teacher adherence to 
the structure of the direct instruction lessons and cooperation games (e.g., sequence of 
steps, core curricular components). The direct instruction lessons for the five cooperation 
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skills followed the Skillstreaming the Adolescent curriculum (McGinnis, 2012). For the 
cooperation games, Midura and Glover’s (2005) sequential process for teambuilding 
activities was followed. The fidelity checklists can be found in Appendix E.  
 Two observers were trained in how to complete the fidelity checklists and were 
present for each intervention session. To calculate fidelity, the following formula was 
used: [(number of steps performed correctly)/(total number of steps) x 100 = fidelity 
percentage for each lesson]. Across the direct instruction lessons, the teacher at the 
treatment school’s fidelity to implementation was 95%. The teacher at the comparison 
school’s fidelity to implementation was 83%. For 20% of the direct instruction lessons at 
each school, the fidelity observer acted as an interobserver to provide a percentage of 
IOA using the following formula: [(agreements)/(agreements+disagreements) x 100 = 
percent of interobserver agreement per session]. Across all direct instruction lessons at 
both schools, percentage of IOA was assessed at 100%, indicating that both observers 
independently scored the teacher in the same manner according to the fidelity checklist. 
At the treatment school, the teacher was also observed during the implementation of the 
cooperation games. Fidelity to implementation for the cooperation games was assessed at 
92%. Interobserver agreement data were also collected on 20% of the game sessions, 
yielding 100% for IOA.  
Interrater Reliability 
 A doctoral student with knowledge of how to score assessments rescored 20% of 
the CBAs and BASC-2 assessments (e.g., pre- and post-tests). The student was trained in 
how to score each of the assessments to ensure accuracy. The CBA was scored using a 
rubric and students earned points for accurately (a) identifying the skill presented in the 
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scenario, (b) defining the skill, (c) identifying if the student in the scenario performed the 
skill correctly, and (d) identifying skill steps related to the skill being presented. On the 
BASC-2 assessment, scoring was performed in accordance with the BASC-2 scoring 
manual (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004). Raw scores were calculated for each of the 
subscales. The raw scores were then translated into T-scores available through the 
manual. Interrater reliability (IRR) on the assessments was calculated using the following 
formula: [(agreements)/(agreements+disagreements) x 100 = percent of agreement]. 
Across all assessments, IRR was calculated at 97.12% indicating a high level of IRR in 
regard to assessment scoring. With regard to the CBA assessment, IRR was calculated at 
85%. Interrater reliability on the BASC-2 assessment was calculated at 100%. Interrater 
reliability scores for assessment data can be found in Table 6.  
 
Table 6 
Interrater Reliability for Assessment Scoring 
Assessment Agreements Disagreements Total Percent of Agreement 
CBA 17 3 17/20 (17/20) x 100 = 85% 
BASC-2 84 0 84/84 (84/84) x 100 = 100% 
Overall 101 3 101/104 (101/104) x 100 = 97.12% 
 
 
Analysis of Student Self-Reports on the BASC-2 Assessment 
 The participants with EBD were administered pre- and post-tests of the BASC-2 
assessment. The BASC-2 was read aloud to the participants and they were asked to circle 
the best response to the statements provided (e.g., Never, Sometimes, Often, Always). 
The various statements provided measures of student perceptions related to their 
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internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive behaviors. On the self-report of the BASC-2, 
there are 21 different subscales (see Appendix G) including an overall composite score 
(i.e., Emotional Symptoms Index). To answer the following question, data from pre- and 
post-tests of the student self-reports on the BASC-2 were used:  
Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly 
different scores on student self-reports of the BASC-2 assessment when compared 
to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
 It was predicted that students who received the combination of the direct 
instruction and cooperation games would demonstrate decreases in externalizing and 
internalizing behaviors and increases in adaptive behaviors when compared to students 
who only received direct instruction.  
 Student pre-test and post-test scores on each subscale of the BASC-2 assessment 
were aggregated to provide group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 7 in 
Appendix O. A repeated measures factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
performed across each subscale to identify significant changes over time between the 
treatment and comparison groups. The results from the analysis are presented in Table 8 
in Appendix O. A significant time (pre- or post-) by school (comparison or treatment) 
interaction was identified for two different subscales (i.e., relationship with parents and 
attitudes toward teachers), warranting further analysis. The significant time by school 
interaction for students’ perceptions of their relationship with their parents [F(1, 10) = 
13.086, p = .005, est ω2 = .567], indicated that over time and between groups students’ 
perceptions of their relationship with their parents significantly differed. Results from a 
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follow up paired samples t-test indicated that students at the treatment school had more 
positive perceptions of their relationship with their parents post-intervention, as higher 
scores on the adaptive scales indicate more positive attitudes [t(7) = -3.541, p = .009]. A 
time by school interaction was also significant for students’ attitudes toward their teacher 
[F(1, 10) = 4.843, p = .052, est ω2 = .326] which indicated that over time and between 
groups there was a significant difference in how students perceived their teachers. Results 
from a follow up paired samples t-test indicated that students at the treatment school had 
more negative attitudes toward their teacher over time, as higher scores for this subscale 
indicate more negative attitudes [t(7) = -4.440, p = .003]. Results from the follow up 
paired samples t-tests are in Table 9.   
 
Table 9 
Follow-Up Paired Samples Test from Significant Interaction Terms for Student Self-
Reports 
Subscale Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Comparison School 
Relationship with Parents 
Attitude to Teachers 
 
7.00 
-2.50 
 
10.658 
1.708 
 
1.609 
1.890 
 
5 
5 
 
.169 
.203 
Treatment School 
Relationship with Parents 
Attitude to Teachers 
 
-5.625 
-14.125 
 
1.267 
3.989 
 
-4.440 
-3.541 
 
7 
7 
 
.003* 
.009* 
Note. p < .05 
 
Analysis of Special Education Teacher Reports on the BASC-2 Assessment 
 Special education teachers at each school completed pre- and post-tests of the 
BASC-2 assessment for the students with EBD. The BASC-2 was provided to the teachers 
and they were asked to circle the best response to the statements provided (e.g., Never, 
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Sometimes, Often, Always). The various statements provided measures of teacher 
perceptions related to students’ internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive behaviors. On 
the teacher-report of the BASC-2, there are 20 different subscales (see Appendix G) 
including an overall composite score (i.e., Behavioral Symptoms Index). To answer the 
following question, data from pre- and post-tests of the special education teacher-reports 
on the BASC-2 were used:  
Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly 
different scores on special education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 assessment 
when compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
 It was predicted that students who received the combination of the direct 
instruction and cooperation games would demonstrate decreases in externalizing and 
internalizing behaviors and increases in adaptive behaviors when compared to students 
who only received direct instruction, based on teacher report.  
 Pre-test and post-test scores on each subscale of the BASC-2 assessment were 
aggregated to provide group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 10 in 
Appendix O. A repeated measures factorial ANOVA was performed across each subscale 
to identify significant changes over time between the treatment and comparison groups. 
The results from the analysis are presented in Table 11 in Appendix O. A significant time 
(pre- or post-) by school (comparison or treatment) interaction was identified for one 
subscale (i.e., social skills), warranting further investigation. Interaction was indicated for 
teachers’ perceptions of student social skills [F(1, 15) = 6.041,  p = .027, est ω2 = .287]. 
Results from a follow up paired samples t-test indicated that the special education teacher 
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at the treatment school perceived a decrease in students’ social skills over time, as lower 
scores indicate more negative perceptions [t(8) = 3, p = .014]. Results from the follow up 
paired samples t-tests are in Table 12.   
 
Table 12  
Follow-Up Paired Samples Test from Significant Interactions for Special Education 
Teacher Reports 
Subscale Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Comparison School 
Pre to Post Social Skills 
 
-.750 
 
1.677 
 
0 
 
7 
 
.668 
Treatment School 
Pre to Post Social Skills 
 
4.89 
 
1.567 
 
3 
 
8 
 
.014* 
Note. p < .05 
 
Analysis of General Education Teacher Reports on the BASC-2 Assessments 
 General education teachers at each school were asked to complete pre- and post-
tests of the BASC-2 assessment for the students with EBD. However, at the treatment 
school, two of the participating general education teachers did not return pre-test data 
prior to implementation. As a result, only a post-test analysis was conducted on general 
education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 across the two school types (e.g., treatment or 
comparison). The BASC-2 was provided to the teachers and they were asked to circle the 
best response to the statements provided (e.g., Never, Sometimes, Often, Always). The 
various statements provided measures of teacher perceptions related to students’ 
internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive behaviors. On the teacher-report of the BASC-2, 
there are 20 different subscales (see Appendix G) including an overall composite score 
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(i.e., Behavioral Symptoms Index). To answer the following question, data from post-
tests of the general education teacher-reports on the BASC-2 were used:  
Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly 
different scores on general education teacher-reports of the BASC-2 at post-test 
when compared to students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
 It was predicted that students who received the combination of the direct 
instruction and cooperation games would demonstrate decreases in externalizing and 
internalizing behaviors and increases in adaptive behaviors when compared to students 
who only received direct instruction, based on teacher report.  
 Post-test scores on each subscale of the BASC-2 assessment were aggregated to 
provide group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 13 in Appendix O. An 
ANOVA was performed across each subscale to identify significant differences in how 
general education teachers at the treatment and comparison groups rated students at post-
test. A test of homogeneity of variance (i.e., Levene’s Statistic) revealed statistically 
significant variance on the subscales for hyperactivity (p = .032), aggression (p = .001), 
conduct problems (p = .012), externalizing composite (p = .005), anxiety (p = .017), 
depression (p = .047), and the behavioral symptoms index (p = .033). Because Levene’s 
statistic was significant across those subscales, any significance indicated by the F-
statistic in those subscales was considered invalid. Further, the results from the ANOVA 
indicated no statistically significant differences between general education teacher-
reports at post-test. This indicated that general education teacher perceptions of students’ 
externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors did not significantly differ between 
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general education teachers at the treatment and comparison schools. The results from the 
analysis are presented in Table 14 in Appendix O. 
Analysis of Comparison between Special and General Education BASC-2 Teacher 
Reports 
 Special education and general education teachers at each school completed post-
tests of the BASC-2 assessment for the students with EBD. The BASC-2 was provided to 
the teachers and they were asked to circle the best response to the statements provided 
(e.g., Never, Sometimes, Often, Always). The various statements provided measures of 
teacher perceptions related to students’ internalizing, externalizing, and adaptive 
behaviors. On the teacher-report of the BASC-2, there are 20 different subscales (see 
Appendix G) including an overall composite score (i.e., Behavioral Symptoms Index). To 
answer the following question, data from post-tests of the teacher-reports on the BASC-2 
were used:  
Will there be significantly different scores based on the teacher type (i.e., general 
education vs. special education) on post-test teacher reports of the BASC-2 
assessment for middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games when compared to 
students with EBD who only receive direct instruction?   
 It was predicted that there would be significant differences in how both general 
and special education teachers reported students’ behavior, with lower scores in 
externalizing and internalizing behaviors and higher scores in adaptive behaviors, 
favoring the treatment group.  
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 Post-test scores on each subscale of the BASC-2 assessment were aggregated to 
provide group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Tables 10 and 13. A 2x2 (i.e., 
teacher type by school type) factorial ANOVA was performed across each subscale to 
identify significant differences in how general education and special education teachers 
rated student behavior between the treatment and comparison school. The results from 
the analysis are presented in Table 15 in Appendix O. A significant school (comparison 
or treatment) by teacher type (general or special education) interaction was identified 
across eleven subscales including: (a) Hyperactivity [F(1, 27) = 6.074,  p = .020, est ω2 = 
.184]; (b) Aggression[F(1, 27) = 4.228,  p = .050, est ω2 = .135]; (c) Conduct Problems 
[F(1, 27) = 4.259,  p = .049, est ω2 = .136]; (d) Externalizing Composite [F(1, 27) = 
5.064,  p = .033, est ω2 = .158]; (e) Anxiety [F(1, 27) = 25.440,  p = .000, est ω2 = .485]; 
(f) Depression [F(1, 27) = 15.901,  p = .000, est ω2 = .371]; (g) Somatization [F(1, 27) = 
11.051,  p = .003, est ω2 = .290]; (h) Internalizing Composite [F(1, 27) = 28.455,  p = 
.000, est ω2 = .513]; (i) Atypicality [F(1, 27) = 7.651,  p = .010, est ω2 = .221]; (j) 
Behavioral Symptoms Index [F(1, 27) = 8.744,  p = .006, est ω2 = .245]; (k) Social Skills 
[F(1, 27) = 8.240,  p = .008, est ω2 = .234]; and (l) Leadership [F(1, 27) = 6.596,  p = 
.016, est ω2 = .196]. The significant interaction terms indicated that general and special 
education teachers differed in how they rated student behavior between the comparison 
and treatment schools. To identify the source of the interaction, follow-up independent 
samples t-tests were run.   
 Results from follow up independent samples t-tests indicated significant 
differences between general and special education teacher reports of student behavior at 
the comparison school for the subscales of (a) Hyperactivity [t(12) = -3.104, p = .009]; 
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(b) Aggression [t(12) = -3.196, p = .008]; (c) Conduct Problems [t(12) = -3.865, p = 
.002]; (d) Externalizing Composite [t(12) = -3.891, p = .002]; (e) Anxiety [t(12) = -8.200, 
p = .000]; (f) Depression [t(12) = -5.664, p = .000]; (g) Somatization [t(12) = -5.368 p = 
.000]; (h) Internalizing Composite [t(12) = -8.873, p = .000]; (i) Atypicality [t(12) =         
-2.907, p = .013]; (j) Behavioral Symptoms Index [t(12) = -4.845, p = .000]; and (k) 
Social Skills [t(12) = -3.130, p = .009]. Mean scores were used to support in interpreting 
the results. With the exception of the subscale on social skills, the special education 
teacher at the comparison school’s reports were more negative than the general education 
teacher reports and significantly contributed to the interaction effect. For the subscale on 
social skills, the general education teachers’ scores indicated significantly lower 
perceptions of students’ social skills from those of the special education teacher. There 
were no statistically significant differences between general and special education teacher 
reports of student behavior at the treatment school. This indicated that overall, the ratings 
of the special education teacher at the comparison school were more negative and 
significantly contributed to the interaction. Results from the follow up independent 
samples t-tests are in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Follow-Up Independent Samples Test from Significant Interactions Comparing Post-test 
General Education and Special Education Teacher Reports on the BASC-2 
Subscale Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Comparison School      
Hyperactivity -15.625 5.033 -3.104 12 .009* 
Aggression -17.208 5.384 -3.196 12 .008* 
Conduct Problems -14.708 3.805 -3.865 12 .002* 
Externalizing Composite -16.333 4.197 -3.891 12 .002* 
Anxiety -31.583 3.852 -8.200 12 .000* 
Depression -26.792 4.731 -5.664 12 .000* 
Somatization -23.250 4.331 -5.368 12 .000* 
Internalizing Composite -32.958 3.715 -8.873 12 .000* 
Atypicality -16.583 5.704 -2.907 12 .013* 
Behavioral Symptoms -19.208 3.965 -4.845 12 .000* 
Social Skills -8.875 2.836 -3.130 12 .009* 
Leadership -5.917 2.928 -2.020 12 .066 
Treatment School      
Hyperactivity 7.611 7.428 1.025 15 .322 
Aggression 9.472 10.81 .876 15 .395 
Conduct Problems 8.361 9.552 .875 15 .395 
Externalizing Composite 8.875 9.468 .937 15 .363 
Anxiety -4.681 3.641 -1.283 15 .207 
Depression 1.458 5.091 .286 15 .778 
Somatization -1.167 4.555 -.256 15 .801 
Internalizing Composite -1.833 4.299 -.426 15 .676 
Atypicality 11.389 7.828 1.455 15 .166 
Behavioral Symptoms 4.750 6.533 .727 15 .478 
Social Skills 7.514 4.587 1.638 15 .122 
Leadership 8.264 4.358 1.896 15 .077 
Note. p < .05 
 
Analysis of Student Knowledge of Cooperation Skills 
 The participants with EBD were administered pre- and post-tests of a Curriculum 
Based Assessment (CBA). Scenarios were read aloud to students and students were asked 
to record their responses on an answer sheet. The CBA was used to measure if students 
could accurately (a) identify the skill presented in the scenario, (b) define the skill, (c) 
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identify if the student in the scenario performed the skill correctly, and (d) identify skill 
steps related to the skill being presented. To answer the following question, data from 
pre- and post-tests of the CBAs were used:  
Will middle school students with EBD who receive direct instruction in 
cooperation and who participate in cooperation games demonstrate significantly 
different scores on a curriculum based assessment when compared to students 
with EBD who only receive direct instruction?  
 It was predicted that students who received the combination of the direct 
instruction and cooperation games would demonstrate score increases, indicating a better 
understanding of cooperation skills, when compared to students who only received direct 
instruction.  
 Student pre-test and post-test scores on the CBAs were aggregated to provide 
group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 17. 
 
Table 17 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Student Curriculum Based Assessments 
Assessment Mean Standard 
Deviation 
N 
Pre-Curriculum Based Assessment    
Comparison School 8.20 6.496 5 
Treatment School 7.33 2.646 9 
Post-Curriculum Based Assessment     
Comparison School 8.40 6.877 5 
Treatment School 9.11 4.314 9 
 
  
 A repeated measures factorial ANOVA was performed across the CBA scores to 
identify significant changes over time between the treatment and comparison groups. The 
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results from the analysis are presented in Table 18. No significant time by school type 
interactions were indicated for the CBA scores, indicating students at both the 
comparison and treatment schools were not able to perform better over time. This result 
suggested that students’ ability to (a) identify cooperation skills, (b) define skills, (c) 
identify if cooperation skills were being performed correctly, and (d) identify skill steps 
was not influenced by direct instruction alone, or by the combination of direct instruction 
and cooperation games.   
 
Table 18 
Tests of Time by School Type Interactions for Curriculum Based Assessments  
Assessment Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Curriculum Based Assessment Scores 
Time*School Type 
 
4.001 
 
1 
 
4.001 
 
.353 
 
.564 
Error (Time) 136.178 12 11.348   
Note. p < .05 
 
Analysis of Peer-Reports 
 The general education peer participants completed pre- and post-tests of a Likert-
Scale questionnaire. The questionnaire was used to measure peer perceptions of students 
with EBD’s ability to cooperate and make friends, as well as to determine if they (a) had 
a friend with EBD, (b) would hang out with a student with EBD, and (c) would work on a 
class project with a student with EBD. A five-point Likert-scale was used to measure 
student perceptions (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly agree). To answer the following 
question, data from pre- and post-tests of the peer questionnaire were used: 
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Will middle school students without disabilities who participate in cooperation 
games with students with EBD as peer models demonstrate significantly different 
scores on a peer questionnaire from pre-test to post-test?  
 It was predicted that peer perceptions of students with EBD would positively 
change over time after participating in cooperation games.  
 Student pre-test and post-test scores on the peer questionnaires were aggregated to 
provide group means. Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 19. 
 
Table 19 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Peer Questionnaires 
Questionnaire Items Mean Standard 
Deviation 
N 
Pre-Peer Questionnaire    
Cooperate Well 3.40 .516 10 
Make Friends Easily 3.00 .816 10 
Work on Project 3.50 .850 10 
Friends With 2.60 1.35 10 
Hang Out With 3.30 .949 10 
Post-Peer Questionnaire     
Cooperate Well 3.70 .483 10 
Make Friends Easily 3.40 .843 10 
Work on Project 4.40 .966 10 
Friends With 4.10 .994 10 
Hang Out With 3.70 .949 10 
 
  
 A paired samples t-test was performed across scores on the peer questionnaire to 
identify significant change over time. A statistically significant difference from pre-test to 
post-test was indicated on the questionnaire item related to peer perception of being 
friends with a student with EBD. This indicated that after participation in the cooperation 
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activities with students with EBD, peers were more likely to state that they had a friend 
with a student with EBD. The results from the analysis are presented in Table 20.   
 
Table 20 
Paired Samples t-test Results for Peer Questionnaires 
Questionnaire Items Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Cooperate Well -.300 .213 -1.406 9 .193 
Make Friends Easily -.400 .371 -1.078 9 .309 
Work on Project -.900 .433 -2.077 9 .068 
Friends With -1.50 .637 -2.355 9 .043* 
Hang Out With -.400 .476 .677 9 .423 
Note. p < .05 
 
Analysis of Social Validity Measures 
 After the implementation of the study, social validity questionnaires were 
administered to students with EBD, general education teachers, and special education 
teachers at both school sites. For students with EBD, the social validity questionnaire 
measured how well they liked the lessons, whether they learned cooperation skills, and if 
they felt they learned new ways to cooperate. Both the special education and general 
education teacher questionnaires measured teacher perceptions of changes in students’ 
cooperation skills over the course of the intervention. Special education teachers were 
also asked how well they liked teaching the various lessons and if they would be willing 
to teach lessons through similar approaches in the future. For all of the social validity 
measures, a five-point Likert-scale was used to measure perceptions (e.g., strongly 
disagree to strongly agree). 
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Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders Social Validity Results 
 Results from an independent samples t-test indicated that students at the treatment 
school liked the direct instruction lessons more than students at the comparison school 
[t(12) = -3.38, p = .005]. In addition, they felt more positively that they learned about 
cooperation skills [t(12) = -1.289, p = .002] and learned new ways to cooperate [t(12) = -
3.76, p = .003]. The students at the treatment school liked the cooperation games, 
interacting with their peers, and felt as though the games allowed them to practice the 
skills. Descriptive statistics and results can be found in Tables 21 and 22.  
 
Table 21 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Student Social Validity Measure 
Questionnaire Items Mean Standard 
Deviation 
N 
Liked Direct Instruction Lessons    
Comparison School 3.00 .707 5 
Treatment School 4.33 .707 9 
Learned New Cooperation Skills     
Comparison School 3.60 .894 5 
Treatment School 4.89 .333 9 
Learned New Ways to Cooperate    
Comparison School 3.20 .447 5 
Treatment School 4.56 .726 9 
Liked Cooperation Games    
Treatment School Only 4.56 .882 9 
Liked Interacting with Peers    
Treatment School Only 4.67 .707 9 
Games Allowed Me to Practice Skills    
Treatment School Only 4.11 .782 9 
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Table 22 
Independent Samples t-test Results for Student Social Validity Measure 
Questionnaire Items Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Liked direct instruction lessons -1.333 .394 -3.38 12 .005* 
Learned Cooperation Skills -1.289 .326 -3.96 12 .002* 
Learned New Ways to Cooperate -1.356 .361 -3.76 12 .003* 
Note. p < .05 
 
General Education Teacher Social Validity Results 
 Results from an independent samples t-test indicated that there were no 
statistically significant differences in general education teacher perceptions of students 
between the comparison and treatment schools. However, given the small sample size, an 
analysis of mean scores was warranted. Based on the descriptive statistics, it appeared 
that general education teachers at the treatment school indicated more agreement (e.g., 
agree or strongly agree) on the items related to overall change in student cooperation and 
interaction when compared to the general education teachers at the comparison school. 
Descriptive statistics and results can be found in Tables 23 and 24.   
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Table 23 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for General Education Teacher Social 
Validity Measure 
Questionnaire Items Mean Standard 
Deviation 
N 
Students Improved in Listening    
Comparison School 3.33 1.528 3 
Treatment School 3.00 1.414 2 
Students Improved in Convincing Others     
Comparison School 2.67 .577 3 
Treatment School 3.00 1.414 2 
Students Improved in Self-Control    
Comparison School 3.67 1.528 3 
Treatment School 3.50 .707 2 
Students Improved in Negotiating    
Comparison School 2.67 .577 3 
Treatment School 3.00 .000 2 
Students Improved in Helping Others    
Comparison School 3.00 1.00 3 
Treatment School 3.50 .707 2 
Students Improved in Cooperating    
Comparison School 3.33 1.155 3 
Treatment School 4.00 .000 2 
Students Improved in Interacting    
Comparison School 3.67 1.528 3 
Treatment School 4.50 .707 2 
 
 
Table 24 
Independent Samples t-test Results for General Education Teacher Social Validity  
Questionnaire Items Mean  
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Students Improved in Listening .333 1.361 .245 3 .822 
Students Improved in Convincing 
Others 
-.333 1.054 -.316 3 .797 
Students Improved in Self-Control .167 1.198 .139 3 .898 
Students Improved in Negotiating -.333 .430 -.775 3 .495 
Students Improved in Helping Others -.500 .833 -.600 3 .591 
Students Improved in Cooperating -.667 .861 -.775 3 .495 
Students Improved in Interacting -.833 1.198 -.696 3 .537 
Note. p < .05 
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Special Education Teacher Social Validity Results 
 Only two special education teachers participated in the study. As a result, only 
descriptive statistics from the social validity measure can be reported.  Overall, the 
special education teacher at the treatment school reported higher satisfaction with the 
direct instruction lessons than the special education teacher at the comparison school. 
Additionally, the treatment school teacher liked instructing students using the cooperation 
games. Both teachers agreed that their students learned new cooperation skills and they 
saw improvement in their students’ cooperation over the course of the intervention. 
Descriptive statistics can be found in Table 25.   
 
Table 25 
Summary of Means for Special Education Teacher Social Validity Measure 
Questionnaire Items Mean 
I liked teaching direct instruction lessons  
Comparison School 3.00 
Treatment School 5.00 
Students learned cooperation skills   
Comparison School 4.00 
Treatment School 4.00 
I saw improvement in student cooperation  
Comparison School 4.00 
Treatment School 4.00 
I would be willing to teacher direct instruction in the future  
Comparison School 4.00 
Treatment School 5.00 
I liked teaching the cooperation games  
Treatment School 5.00 
Students were able to practice skills during games  
Treatment School 4.00 
I would be willing to teach using the cooperation games in the future  
Treatment School 5.00 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
Overview 
 Many students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) struggle with 
displaying appropriate social skills (Bower, 1982; Gresham, Sugai, & Horner, 2001). 
According to Lane, Wehby, and Cooley (2006), teachers identify social skills as being 
vital to the success of students in the educational setting. Past research has identified 
direct instruction of social skills as an evidence-based practice for students with EBD 
(Elliott & Gresham, 1993). Direct instruction of skills follows a sequential process and 
includes: (a) defining the targeted skill, (b) modeling of the skill by the classroom 
teacher, (c) student role-playing of the appropriate way to perform the skill, (d) providing 
performance feedback, and (e) practicing the skill independently (McGinnis, 2012). 
Maag (2005) recommends independent practice of social skills to occur in the natural 
environment where skill demonstration is deemed necessary (e.g., classroom, cafeteria, 
home). Often, students with EBD are placed in more restrictive educational settings (i.e., 
self-contained classrooms) separate from their peers (Wagner et al., 2006). Placement in 
restrictive settings limits students’ ability to demonstrate social skills in general education 
contexts, or with general education peers (Chadsey & Han, 2005; Panacek & Dunlap, 
2003). As a result, peer-mediated (Bierman & Furman, 1984; Salisbury et al., 1995) and 
cooperative learning (Glass & Benshoff, 2002; Johnson & Johnson, 1984a; Johnson et al., 
1986) strategies have been recommended to facilitate appropriate interactions between 
students with and without disabilities.    
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 Limited research has identified culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 
populations within the literature related to interventions designed for students with EBD 
(Mooney et al., 2003; Mooney et al., 2005). For students from CLD backgrounds, 
recommended strategies have included interactive (Adkins, 2012) and student-centered 
(Howard, 2001; Howard, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1995) approaches, including direct 
instruction (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008). Cooperative learning strategies that engage 
students through interaction are effective with students from a variety of backgrounds 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1984a; Slavin et al., 1994). Further, research recommends 
experiential educational strategies (e.g., teambuilding games) for indirect teaching of 
social skills (Jenkins et al., 2003) across student groups. Experiential education tends to 
be more student-centered than other instructional approaches and allows students to make 
connections between abstract concepts in a tangible way (Ewert, 1999). Research on 
teambuilding has focused on student demonstration of skills across a sequence: (a) 
cooperation activities, (b) trust activities, (c) problem-solving activities, and (d) risk 
activities [e.g., ropes courses; (Cain, 2003)]. Research to date has not isolated specific 
activities in the sequence and has not incorporated the use of teambuilding games within 
educational settings outside of the physical education classroom.   
 Drawing from recommendations across a broad literature base, the present study 
sought to identify if the combination of direct instruction and cooperation games with 
peer participation would positively influence outcomes for learners with EBD when 
compared to learners with EBD who only received direct instruction in cooperation skills. 
It was predicted that students who participated in the combination of direct instruction 
and cooperation games would demonstrate (a) decreases in externalizing and 
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internalizing behaviors, (b) increases in adaptive behaviors, and (c) increases in their 
knowledge of cooperation skills when compared to students who received direct 
instruction alone. Student, special education teacher, and general education teacher 
reports on the BASC-2 were used to measure perceptions of externalizing, internalizing, 
and adaptive behaviors. Peer perspectives were also considered through a pre- and post-
test administration of a Likert-scale questionnaire. Additional social validity measures 
were administered at the completion of the intervention. 
 Two middle school sites serving majority CLD populations were used in this 
study. Twelve students with EBD receiving special education services participated in the 
study. The special education teacher at each school participated in the study and 
implemented the intervention lessons. Five general education teachers also participated 
and completed ratings on student behavior. At the treatment school, ten general education 
peers were participants during the cooperation games. All of the students ranged in age 
from 11 to 14.  
 Pre-tests of the BASC-2 assessment, curriculum based assessment (CBA), and 
peer questionnaires were completed prior to study implementation. The intervention took 
place over a five-week period, with direct instruction lessons occurring 25 minutes twice 
per week. Five different cooperation skills were instructed through the direct instructional 
approach as outlined through the Skillstreaming the Adolescent curriculum (McGinnis, 
2012). The targeted cooperation skills were (a) listening, (b) convincing others, (c) 
helping others, (d) negotiating, and (e) using self-control. At the treatment school, 
students with EBD participated in cooperation games with general education peers the 
day following a direct instruction lesson. The games lasted 25 minutes and also took 
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place twice per week across the five-weeks. After the intervention period, post-tests of 
the BASC-2 assessment, the CBA, and the peer questionnaire were completed. Post-
intervention social validity measures were also administered.    
Student Perceptions of Their Behavioral Functioning 
 Student self-report results from the pre- and post-test administration of the BASC-
2 assessment were compared. The BASC-2 measured student perspectives on their 
functioning across a variety of behavioral constructs including externalizing, 
internalizing, and adaptive behaviors (see Appendix G). Results from a repeated 
measures factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed significant time (e.g., pre or 
post) by school (e.g., comparison or treatment) interactions for student perceptions of 
their relationship with their parents and their attitudes toward their teachers. Results from 
follow up paired samples t-tests indicated that over time, students at the treatment school 
had more positive perceptions of their relationship with their parents. Further, from pre-
test to post-test, students at the treatment school had more negative attitudes toward their 
teachers. Both findings were unanticipated and were not directly related to the study.   
 Given that parent relationships and attitudes toward teachers were not targeted by 
the intervention, the results are surprising. However, they may be explained in a variety 
of ways. First, given that neither parent relationships nor attitudes toward teachers were 
the focus of the treatment, it is likely that the results are due to confounding variables 
(Field, 2009). Secondly, the BASC-2 uses a self-report technique. Children and 
adolescents may not be capable of identifying behavior constructs (e.g., depression), 
which may result in inaccurate reporting (Kazdin & Petti, 1982). The finding indicating 
that students at the treatment school had more negative attitudes toward their teacher may 
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also be explained by anecdotal observations recorded by the fidelity observers. While the 
teacher had high fidelity to implementation (e.g., 95% for direct instruction lessons and 
92% for cooperation games), the observers’ fidelity recording sheets indicated that the 
steps most frequently missed by the teacher included: (a) not stating behavioral 
expectations prior to the start of a game, (b) not modeling the skill during direct 
instruction lessons, and (c) not having students demonstrate how to perform the game 
prior to starting. Each of the missed steps directly related to classroom management 
techniques that help reduce student problem behavior (Oliver & Reschly, 2007).  
 The lack of significant interaction across the remaining 19 subscales of the BASC-
2 assessment may be due to the small sample size used in the study. Additionally, the 
subscales were not directly addressed by the intervention. All of the subscales where 
interaction was not indicated had observed power calculated below .8; as such, the 
sample size would not be considered large enough to detect effects (Field, 2009). 
Additionally, across both pre- and post-test administration of the student self-reports, 
there were a few students who did not complete assessments which may have resulted in 
lower estimates of effects.   	  
Special Education Teacher Perceptions of Student Behavioral Functioning 
 The special education teachers at both schools completed pre- and post-test 
ratings of students with EBD using the BASC-2 assessment. The BASC-2 measured 
teacher perspectives on student functioning across a variety of behavioral constructs 
including externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors (see Appendix G). Results 
from a repeated measures factorial ANOVA revealed significant time by school 
interaction for teachers’ perceptions of students’ social skills. Results from a follow up 
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paired samples t-test indicated that the special education teacher at the treatment school 
perceived a decrease in students’ social skills over time. On the remaining 18 subscales 
of the BASC-2 no significant interactions were evidenced.  
 The results of the significant interaction may be explained in a variety of ways. 
On the BASC-2 assessment, the social skills subscale measured items related to student 
ability to (a) say please and thank you, (b) give compliments, and (c) congratulate others. 
While important, the subscale on social skills did not measure the cooperation skills 
targeted by the intervention. The intervention was designed to influence student 
cooperation as defined through listening, communicating, helping others, and using self-
control. During the intervention, the teacher observed the students with EBD interacting 
with general education peers and engaged in different instructional practices than prior to 
the intervention. The intervention was implemented the five-weeks prior to a 
standardized testing week and spring break. Before breaks in school, student problem 
behavior tends to increase (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). As a result of the upcoming spring 
break period, the post-test ratings by the special education teacher at the treatment school 
may have been negatively influenced.  
 The lack of significant interaction across the remaining subscales on the BASC-2 
may be related to the small sample size used in study. All of the subscales where 
interaction was not indicated had observed power calculated below .8; as such, the 
sample size would not be considered large enough to detect effects (Field, 2009). 
General Education Teacher Perceptions of Student Behavioral Functioning 
 To measure general education perspectives on student functioning on 
externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors (see Appendix G) the BASC-2 was 
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administered. General education teachers at each school were asked to complete ratings 
of students with EBD who attended an academic period with them both pre- and post-
intervention. At the treatment school, pre-tests on the BASC-2 were not returned by two 
teachers. As a result, pre-test data were not available for six of the nine students at the 
treatment school, thus influencing the analysis. General education teacher post-test 
ratings of students with EBD on the BASC-2 assessment were compared between teachers 
at the treatment and comparison school. Results from an ANOVA revealed no 
statistically significant differences in how general education teachers at the treatment and 
comparison school rated students at post-test. Though no difference was indicated 
between general education teacher ratings of students at post-test, the lack of pre-test data 
did not allow for any experimental effects to be assessed (Field, 2009). This suggests the 
importance of including pre-test data as a baseline measure of performance.  
Comparison between Special Education and General Education Teacher 
Perceptions 
 Given that pre-test data were not available from general education teachers on the 
BASC-2 at the treatment school, comparisons between how general and special education 
teachers rated student externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors was only 
possible at post-test. When comparing special education and general education teacher 
perspectives of students at post-test, there were many statistically significant school by 
teacher type interactions indicated (e.g., subscales on hyperactivity, aggression, conduct, 
anxiety, depression, somatization, atypicality, social skills, and leadership). Results from 
independent samples t-tests indicated that the perception of students, as rated by the 
special education teacher at the comparison school, significantly contributed to the 
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interactive effects. For most of the skills, the teacher’s views of students were more 
negative. There were no statistically significant differences between general and special 
education teacher reports at the treatment school. 
 In comparison to the students at the treatment school, the students at the 
comparison site spent a greater percentage of time in the self-contained classroom (see 
Table 1). As a result, the special education teacher at the comparison school may have 
had more opportunity to observe student behavior than either the general education 
teachers at the same school or the teachers at the treatment school. The time spent 
observing and interacting with students may have influenced the difference in teacher 
ratings.    
 One of the structural components of the direct instruction lessons was to have 
students role-play scenarios to demonstrate the skill steps, with preference given to 
relating the role-playing activity to a student’s example. Both teachers were informed 
during training to use student examples as often as possible. Though the teacher at the 
comparison school had students participate in role-playing, the scenarios were often 
identified through the curriculum as opposed to related to students’ experiences. At the 
treatment school, the teacher was more likely to have the students role-play a scenario 
that they suggested. The teacher at the comparison school was less likely to relate the 
content to her students which may have impacted student engagement (Rutherford et al., 
1998; Skiba et al., 2006). When students are less engaged, they are more likely to 
demonstrate negative behaviors in the classroom (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). 
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Student Knowledge of Cooperation Skills 
 Results from a pre- and post-test curriculum based assessment (CBA) were 
compared across students at the comparison and treatment schools. The CBA measured 
student knowledge of cooperation skills. Five different scenarios were read to students 
(i.e., one scenario for each of the targeted cooperation skills). Students listened to the 
scenarios and wrote down their responses to determine if they could (a) identify the 
correct skill, (b) define the skill, (c) state if the student in the scenario performed the skill 
correctly, and (d) identify skill steps needed to perform the skill. Results from a repeated 
measures factorial ANOVA indicated no statistically significant interaction effect across 
time or between groups.  
 The lack of significant interaction may be explained by a variety of things. Across 
both pre- and post-test administration of the CBAs, there were students who did not 
complete assessments which may have resulted in lower estimates of effects. Further, the 
rubric used for scoring the CBA measured overall student performance across all of the 
components being assessed. Student ability to answer correctly to only a portion of a 
question being asked for each scenario (e.g., naming the correct skill but not providing a 
definition) resulted in students earning a lower overall score according to the rubric. 
Across schools, the majority of the students were able to identify the correct skill and 
accurately state if the student in the scenario performed the skill correctly, but did not 
provide a definition or identify skill steps. Student lack of response to specific questions 
resulted in lower overall scores. Additionally, the pattern in the student responses 
suggests that the more writing intensive steps (i.e., providing a definition and skill steps) 
may have been difficult for students. The scores on the CBA may not have accurately 
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reflected student knowledge of skills. The finding that students may not be able to 
express through writing their skill knowledge has previously been identified in the 
literature (Morgan, 2012).  
 Though there was not significant interaction, the students at the treatment school 
demonstrated higher gains in CBA scores than students at the comparison school. From 
pre- to post-test, students at the treatment school improved an average of 1.22 points, 
whereas students at the comparison school only improved an average of .20 points. These 
findings may have been influenced by teacher fidelity to implementation. O’Donnell 
(2007) and Harn, Parisi, and Stoolmiller (2013) recommend that teacher fidelity to 
implementation be assessed by adherence to structural components of a curriculum or 
intervention. At the treatment school, the teacher demonstrated higher fidelity to the 
structural components of the direct instruction lessons (e.g., defining, modeling, role-
playing, providing feedback, and assigning independent practice) than the teacher at the 
comparison site (i.e., 95% fidelity vs. 83% fidelity). The minimal change in mean scores 
over time for students at the comparison school were likely reflective of teacher 
behaviors in relationship to instructional delivery.  
 An additional explanation for the lack of an interaction effect may have resulted 
from student fatigue in relationship to testing. The intervention period directly preceded 
spring standardized testing at each school. As a result, both teachers were preparing 
students for the standardized tests. During classroom visits throughout the intervention 
period, observation of students completing practice standardized tests was witnessed. 
Students also completed a self-report on the BASC-2 assessment before taking the 
162 
	  
	  
administration of the CBA. It is possible that students were disengaged from testing, 
leading to lower estimates of their actual knowledge of skills.  
 Peer Perceptions of Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
 The general education peers that participated in the cooperation games with the 
students with EBD were asked to complete a five item questionnaire pre- and post-
intervention. The questionnaire was used to measure peer perceptions of students with 
EBD’s ability to cooperate and make friends, as well as to determine if they (a) had a 
friend with EBD, (b) would hang out with a student with EBD, and (c) would work on a 
class project with a student with EBD. A five-point Likert-scale was used to measure 
student perceptions (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly agree). Results from a paired 
samples t-test indicated a statistically significant increase in peers reporting that they had 
a friend in the self-contained classroom after participating in the cooperation games. 
When students have more opportunities to interact with each other, they are more likely 
to report friendship (Vaughn et al., 2001). The findings are similar to research conducted 
on cooperative learning indicating that cross-ability grouping demonstrates positive 
social benefits for all learners (Johnson & Johnson, 1984a; Johnson et al., 1986).  
 The results from the peer questionnaire may have been influenced by the small 
sample size used in the population. Additionally, the confidentiality of the students with 
EBD had to be maintained prior to implementation. The general education peers were 
asked to complete their ratings generally about students in the self-contained classroom 
(e.g., I think students in Mrs. B’s classroom cooperate well). As a result, many of the 
students did not know specifically who they were completing the rating scale about. 
Maintaining the confidentiality of the students may have resulted in either under or 
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overestimates of student functioning before the intervention began, which may have led 
to either the lack of significance across items or the inflation of scores for the item related 
to friendship. This suggests that students with and without disabilities may be able to 
develop friendships when provided with opportunities to interact with one another in a 
facilitated way.  
Social Validity Considerations 
 After the implementation of the study, social validity questionnaires were 
administered to students with EBD, general education teachers, and special education 
teachers at both school sites. For students with EBD, the social validity questionnaire 
measured how well they liked the lessons, whether they learned cooperation skills, and if 
they felt they learned new ways to cooperate. Both the special education and general 
education teacher questionnaires measured teacher perceptions of changes in students’ 
cooperation skills over the course of the intervention. Special education teachers were 
also asked how well they liked teaching the various lessons and if they would be willing 
to teach lessons through similar approaches in the future. For all of the social validity 
measures, a five-point Likert-scale was used to measure perceptions (e.g., strongly 
disagree to strongly agree). 
 Comparisons were made between students with EBD at the treatment and 
comparison schools regarding their perceptions of the intervention. Results from an 
independent samples t-test indicated that students at the treatment school liked the direct 
instruction lessons more than students at the comparison school, felt more positively that 
they learned about cooperation skills, and learned new ways to cooperate. The students at 
the treatment school also answered questions related to their perceptions of participating 
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in the cooperation games and interacting with peers. These perceptions could not be 
compared to students at the comparison school, since only direct instruction was provided 
at that school site. At the treatment school, the students identified that they liked the 
cooperation games, interacting with their peers, and felt as though the games allowed 
them to practice the skills. Overall, the students at the treatment school felt more 
positively about all components of the intervention (i.e., direct instruction lessons and 
cooperation games). This result may be explained by the ability of the teacher at the 
treatment school to adhere to the structural fidelity while still delivering lessons that fit 
the context of the population (Harn et al., 2013). Additionally, the findings confirm those 
of Rutherford et al. (1998) that the combination of direct instruction and cooperative 
learning approaches may be beneficial for students.  
 Further, the teacher at the comparison school had been using the direct instruction 
approach to teach her students different social skills than the ones targeted by the 
intervention (e.g., listening, communicating, self-control, and helping others). The 
students’ perceptions of how well they liked the lessons may have been influenced by the 
fact that the lesson style was different from how they had previously been instructed. At 
the treatment school, however, both instructional approaches were new to the students. 
As a result, the students’ perceptions may have been influenced by the novelty of the 
intervention lessons. The age of students may also have contributed to the lack of 
significant interaction, as well as to the minimal increases in mean scores for students at 
the comparison school. Previous research has identified that younger adolescents tend to 
respond better to social skills training programs than older adolescents (Harrell, Mercer, 
& DeRosier, 2009). The students at the comparison school were slightly older than the 
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students at the treatment school, which may have factored into their willingness to 
participate.  
 General education teachers at both school sites completed the social validity 
questionnaire at the end of the intervention period. Teachers were asked to rate how well 
they thought the students with EBD were able to perform each of the cooperation skills, 
as well as provide their rating for overall cooperation and interaction. Though there were 
no statistically significant differences in general education teacher perceptions of students 
between the comparison and treatment schools, the general education teachers at the 
treatment school indicated more agreement (e.g., agree or strongly agree) on the items 
related to how they perceived student cooperation and interaction holistically. The higher 
level of agreement at the treatment school may have resulted from the students being 
placed in the general education setting for longer percentages of the school day than 
students at the comparison school. The lack of significance may have resulted from the 
students not receiving direct instruction in the skills within the general education setting, 
a recommended strategy within the literature (Maag, 2005).    
 The special education teachers who led the intervention sessions reported their 
level of satisfaction with the intervention through a questionnaire. Overall, the special 
education teacher at the treatment school expressed more positive attitudes toward 
instructing students using the direct instruction lessons than the special education teacher 
at the comparison school. Additionally, the treatment school teacher liked instructing 
students using the cooperation games. Both teachers agreed that their students learned 
new cooperation skills and they saw improvement in their students’ cooperation over the 
course of the intervention. At the comparison school, the teacher had already been using 
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the Skillstreaming the Adolescent curriculum (McGinnis, 2012) to teach a variety of 
different social skills to the students. Given that the curriculum was new to the teacher at 
the treatment school, the novelty may have influenced perceptions of satisfaction.  
Conclusions 
 There are several limited conclusions that can be drawn from this study, based on 
the quantitative data collected. The conclusions should take into consideration the 
limitations of this study.  
1. The special education teacher at the treatment school reported a decrease in 
students’ social skills (e.g., saying please and thank you, complimenting others) 
over time.  
2. General education teachers at the comparison and treatment schools did not 
significantly differ in how they rated student externalizing, internalizing, and 
adaptive behaviors after the intervention concluded.  
3. General and special education teachers at the comparison school differed in how 
they rated student externalizing, internalizing, and adaptive behaviors at post-test.  
4. There was not a significant interaction effect indicated for student knowledge of 
cooperation skills, indicating that direct instruction alone or the combination of 
direct instruction and cooperation games was not more effective at teaching 
cooperation skills.  
5. General education peers who participated with students with EBD during the 
cooperation games at the treatment school demonstrated significant differences in 
their rating of friendship over time. This indicated that general education peers 
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were more likely to agree that they had a friend in the classroom where students 
with EBD received their instruction after the intervention.  
6. Data from a variety of social validity measures identified higher levels of 
satisfaction with the intervention at the treatment school. Additionally, data from 
multiple reporting sources including students with EBD, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers indicated that students learned 
cooperation skills and ways to interact with others over the course of the 
intervention.  
7. Teacher fidelity to implementation during direct instruction lessons was higher for 
the teacher at the treatment school than for the teacher at the comparison school. 
The teacher at the treatment school also demonstrated high levels of fidelity to 
implementation during the cooperation games. High levels of fidelity indicated 
that the structural components of the intervention were administered to students.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students with emotional and 
behavioral disorders (EBD) are a unique subset of all learners with EBD. Instructional 
practices to teach students with EBD have emphasized direct instructional approaches 
(Elliott & Gresham, 1993). However, there is a lack of specification of student 
demographics in the literature on interventions for students with EBD, thus making 
findings hard to generalize across samples (Mooney et al., 2003; Mooney et al., 2005). 
The current investigation sought to determine if the traditional direct instruction approach 
to teaching cooperation could be modified to address the needs of learners with EBD. 
Based on the findings from the current study, future research on interventions for students 
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with EBD should consider incorporating student-centered and interactive approaches to 
support in student development of cooperation skills deemed as socially competent. 
Research could also be done to ascertain which subgroups (i.e., CLD learners with EBD) 
respond best to the instructional approach, or to determine if all learners with EBD would 
demonstrate similar results. Replications of the present study could also be done to 
determine if the instructional approach (i.e., direct instruction and cooperation games) 
would benefit students across geographic regions.  Additionally, researchers may want to 
separate out the specific components of the combined intervention (e.g., direct 
instruction, cooperation games, and peer involvement) to determine which component or 
combination of factors produces the best outcomes for students.  
 Future research should also consider increasing the sample size, especially if 
behavioral rating scales are going to be used, as very minimal changes over time and 
between groups were evidenced in the current investigation. By increasing the sample 
size, additional factors such as age and gender could also be considered. The current 
sample reflected the broader population of students with EBD in that there were more 
males than females. Gender may play a role in what skills are considered socially valid, 
and future research is warranted. Different age groups may also respond differently to 
different instructional approaches. Replicating the study in elementary, middle, and high 
schools may provide more information on student ability to cooperate.  
 In light of the findings from the present investigation, if rating scales to measure 
student behavior are being considered, multiple reporting sources (i.e., self-reports and 
teacher reports) should be included. Students and teachers differ in how they rate 
behavior (Kazdin & Petti, 1982), and as evidenced through the comparative analysis 
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between teacher types (e.g., general vs. special) in this study, teachers may also differ in 
their perceptions. These findings are consistent with recommendations made by Reynolds 
and Kamphaus (2004), and may be especially important for future researchers to consider 
when using behavioral rating assessments.  
 An additional consideration for researchers to investigate is the use of different 
outcome measures to examine a student’s ability to perform cooperation skills. The 
behavior rating scales provided a broad overview across externalizing, internalizing, and 
adaptive behaviors with specific items related to cooperation. However, the rating scale 
only provided measures of perceptions related to student functioning. The behaviors 
assessed through the rating scale may not have been specific enough to see change, or 
they may not have been related to the change the intervention was targeting (e.g., 
cooperation). Researchers could investigate the use of direct observational methods (e.g., 
peer to peer comparisons) to isolate specific skills rather than assessing a broad range of 
skills. If student knowledge of skills is a desired outcome, future investigations should 
consider measuring student ability to demonstrate a skill in a natural environment (e.g., 
classroom) over assessments using written responses.  
  Summary 
 Since 1983, Gresham has encouraged researchers to identify practices that lead to 
social competence (i.e., the development of skills deemed as socially valid) in students 
with EBD. The present study did not significantly change students’ knowledge of 
cooperation skills nor did it positively impact ratings of externalizing, internalizing, or 
adaptive behaviors across multiple reporting sources. But, the results from the social 
validity measures suggest that students with EBD, typical peers, and teachers all felt as 
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though the intervention influenced student ability to cooperate and interact with others. 
Additionally, the participants at the treatment school enjoyed participating in the lessons 
and interacting with their peers. Based on these findings, researchers and practitioners 
may want to consider using interventions that incorporate student-centered and 
interactive approaches to support students in developing social competency.  
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENTS AND ASSENTS 
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CONSENTO DE LOS PADRES 
  
Departamento de Estudios Clínicos y Educativos 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  
TÍTULO DEL ESTUDIO: Efectos de Juegos de Cooperación en las Interacciones 
Sociales de los Estudiantes con Incapacidades Emocionales y Conductuales 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (estudiante investigador) y el Dr. Tom 
Pierce (Investigador Principal) 
NÚMERO DE TELÉFONO DE CONTACTO: 702-895-3205 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
  
Propósito del estudio 
Su niño es invitado a participar en un estudio de investigación. El propósito de este 
estudio es ver si habrá cambios en las habilidades sociales y las interacciones sociales de 
los compañeros de su hijo tras su participación en los juegos de cooperación.  
  
Participantes 
Su hijo se le solicita participar en el estudio porque él/ella se ajusta a este criterio: su hijo 
asiste a una clase con un alumno con una incapacidad que está participando en este 
estudio en otra manera. 
  
Procedimientos  
Si permite que su hijo / a voluntarios para participar en este estudio, se pedirá su niño que 
haga lo siguiente: completar una evaluación sobre su percepción de sus compañeros con 
incapacidades. La evaluación se llevará unos 10 minutos de tiempo de su hijo y será 
administrada dos veces.  
  
Beneficios de la participación  
No puede haber beneficios directos a su hijo como un participante en este estudio.  
  
Riesgos de la participación  
Hay riesgos involucrados en todos los estudios de investigación. Este estudio puede 
incluir únicamente los riesgos mínimos. Su hijo realizarán una evaluación y algunos de 
los artículos sobre la evaluación pueden ser incómodos para responder a su hijo.  
  
Costo/Compensación                                                                                                           
                            
No habrá costo financiero para participar en este estudio. No habrá compensación por la 
participación de su hijo en este estudio.       
  
Información de contacto  
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Si usted o su hijo tiene alguna pregunta o inquietud acerca del estudio, puede 
comunicarse con el Dr. Tom Pierce o Teri Marx en 702-895-3205. Para preguntas 
relacionadas con los derechos de los sujetos de investigación, cualquier queja o 
comentario con respecto a la manera en que el estudio está siendo realizado lo puede 
contactar a la oficina de UNLV de investigación integridad – sujetos humanos en 
702-895-2794, llame gratis al 877-895-2794, o por correo electrónico a 
IRB@unlv.edu. 
  
Participación voluntaria  
La participación de su hijo en este estudio es voluntaria. Su niño puede negarse a 
participar en este estudio o en cualquier parte de este estudio. Su hijo puede retirar en 
cualquier momento sin perjuicio de sus relaciones con la Universidad. Usted o su hijo se 
anima a hacer preguntas acerca de este estudio al principio o en cualquier momento 
durante el estudio de investigación.  
  
Confidencialidad  
Toda la información recogida en este estudio se mantendrá totalmente confidencial. No 
se hará ninguna referencia en materiales escritos u orales que podrían relacionar a su hijo 
a este estudio. Todos los registros se almacenarán en una instalación cerrada en la UNLV 
durante tres años después de la terminación del estudio. Después del almacenaje del 
tiempo la información obtenida será destruido.  
  
Consentimiento del participante:  
He leído la información anterior y de acuerdo a participar en este estudio. Soy por lo 
menos 18 años de edad. Me ha sido dado una copia de este formulario. 
  
  
  
                                                                                                                                                  
Firma de los padres (por favor impreso)      Nombre del 
niño  
  
                                                                                                                                                
Nombre de los padres (por favor imprima)     Fecha  
  
  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
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PARENT PERMISSION FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
 
Purpose of the Study 
Your child is invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see 
if there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of your child’s 
peers after participation in cooperation games.   
 
Participants 
Your child is being asked to participate in the study because he/she fits this criterion: 
Your child attends a class with a student with a disability that is participating in this study 
in another capacity. 
 
Procedures  
If you allow your child to volunteer to participate in this study, your child will be asked 
to do the following: complete an assessment on his/her perception of his/her peers with 
disabilities. The assessment will take about 10 minutes of your child’s time and will be 
administered twice.  
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may not be direct benefits to your child as a participant in this study.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. Your child will be completing an assessment and some of the items on the 
assessment may be uncomfortable for your child to respond to.   
 
Cost /Compensation  
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study. There will not be 
compensation for your child’s participation in this study.   
 
Contact Information  
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If you or your child have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. 
Tom Pierce or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research 
subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being 
conducted you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects 
at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may refuse to participate 
in this study or in any part of this study.  Your child may withdraw at any time without 
prejudice to your relations with the university. You or your child is encouraged to ask 
questions about this study at the beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link your child to this study.  All 
records will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the 
study.  After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.   
   
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Parent                                             Child’s Name (Please 
print)  
 
             
Parent Name (Please Print)       Date                                         
     
 
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
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PARENT PERMISSION FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
 
Purpose of the Study 
Your child is invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see 
if there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of your child’s 
peers after participation in cooperation games.   
 
Participants 
Your child is being asked to participate in the study because he/she fits this criterion: 
Your child was nominated by school staff to be a peer model for students with disabilities 
during cooperation games. 
 
Procedures  
If you allow your child to volunteer to participate in this study, your child will be asked 
to do the following: (a) participate in cooperation games during his/her advisory period 
with other students from his/her school, and (b) complete an assessment on his/her 
perception of his/her peers with disabilities. A classroom teacher at your child’s school 
will conduct all of the lessons. The lessons will be observed by a member of the research 
team. It is expected that the study will last for 8 weeks.    
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may be direct benefits to your child as a participant in this study, such as 
increasing his/her ability to model cooperation social skills to peers and increasing the 
quality of the interactions he/she has with peers in the school.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. Your child will be participating in active games where they will be asked to move 
around the classroom. As a result, some students may bump into each other. In addition 
some of the items on the assessment may uncomfortable for your child to respond to.   
 
Cost /Compensation  
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There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 25 
minutes a day, two days a week, and the study will last 8 weeks. Your child will not be 
compensated for their time.    
 
Contact Information  
If you or your child have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. 
Tom Pierce or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research 
subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being 
conducted you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects 
at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may refuse to participate 
in this study or in any part of this study.  Your child may withdraw at any time without 
prejudice to your relations with the university. You or your child is encouraged to ask 
questions about this study at the beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link your child to this study.  All 
records will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the 
study.  After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.   
   
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Parent                                             Child’s Name (Please 
print)  
 
             
Parent Name (Please Print)       Date                                         
     
 
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14 	   	  
178 
	  
	  
 
CONSENTO DE LOS PADRES 
  
Departamento de Estudios Clínicos y Educativos 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  
TÍTULO DEL ESTUDIO: Efectos de Juegos de Cooperación en las Interacciones 
Sociales de los Estudiantes con Incapacidades Emocionales y Conductuales 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (estudiante investigador) y el Dr. Tom 
Pierce (Investigador Principal) 
NÚMERO DE TELÉFONO DE CONTACTO: 702-895-3205 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Propósito del estudio 
El niño es invitado a participar en un estudio de investigación. El propósito de este 
estudio es ver si habrá cambios en las habilidades sociales y las interacciones sociales de 
su hijo después de que él/ella participa en clases de instrucción directa en habilidades 
sociales de cooperación.  
  
Participantes 
Su hijo se le solicita participar en el estudio porque él/ella se ajusta a estos criterios: su 
hijo ha sido identificado con una incapicidad emocional y conductual por el equipo 
multidisciplinario en la escuela de su hijo. Además, su hijo recibe servicios de educación 
especial en un recurso o autónomo. 
  
Procedimientos  
Si permite que su hijo / a voluntarios para participar en este estudio, se pedirá su niño que 
haga lo siguiente: (a) participar durante las clases de instrucción directa sobre 
cooperación habilidades sociales dirigido por el maestro y (b) completas evaluaciones 
sobre su conocimiento de las habilidades sociales, así como completar un cuestionario de 
autoinforme sobre habilidades sociales y de comportamiento. Maestro de aula de su hijo 
realizará todas las lecciones. Las lecciones se observará por un miembro del equipo de 
investigación. Se espera que el estudio tendrá una duración de 8 semanas.  
  
Beneficios de la participación  
Puede haber beneficios directos a su hijo como un participante en este estudio, como el 
aumento de su conocimiento de las habilidades sociales de cooperación. 
  
Riesgos de la participación  
Hay riesgos involucrados en todos los estudios de investigación. Este estudio puede 
incluir únicamente los riesgos mínimos. Su hijo estará participando en juegos activos 
donde se les pedirá para moverse por el aula. Como resultado, algunos estudiantes 
pueden encontrarnos. Además algunos de los artículos en el cuestionario de mayo 
incómodo para responder a su hijo.  
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 Costo/Compensation                                                                                                           
                            
No habrá costo financiero para participar en este estudio. El estudio llevará 25 minutos al 
día, dos días a la semana, y el estudio tendrá una duración de 8 semanas. Su hijo no será 
compensado por su tiempo.              
  
Información de contacto  
Si usted o su hijo tiene alguna pregunta o inquietud acerca del estudio, puede 
comunicarse con el Dr. Tom Pierce o Teri Marx en 702-895-3205. Para preguntas 
relacionadas con los derechos de los sujetos de investigación, cualquier queja o 
comentario con respecto a la manera en que el estudio está siendo realizado lo puede 
contactar a la oficina de UNLV de investigación integridad – sujetos humanos en 
702-895-2794, llame gratis al 877-895-2794, o por correo electrónico a 
IRB@unlv.edu. 
  
Participación voluntaria  
La participación de su hijo en este estudio es voluntaria. Su niño puede negarse a 
participar en este estudio o en cualquier parte de este estudio. Su hijo puede retirar en 
cualquier momento sin perjuicio de sus relaciones con la Universidad. Usted o su hijo se 
anima a hacer preguntas acerca de este estudio al principio o en cualquier momento 
durante el estudio de investigación.  
  
Confidencialidad  
Toda la información recogida en este estudio se mantendrá totalmente confidencial. No 
se hará ninguna referencia en materiales escritos u orales que podrían relacionar a su hijo 
a este estudio. Todos los registros se almacenarán en una instalación cerrada en la UNLV 
durante tres años después de la terminación del estudio. Después del almacenaje del 
tiempo la información obtenida será destruido.  
  
Consentimiento del participante:  
He leído la información anterior y de acuerdo a participar en este estudio. Soy por lo 
menos 18 años de edad. Me ha sido dado una copia de este formulario. 
  
                                                                                                                                                  
Firma de los padres (por favor impreso)      Nombre del 
niño  
  
                                                                                                                                                  
Nombre de los padres (por favor imprima)     Fecha  
  
 Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M 
Exempt Date: 01-16-14  
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PARENT PERMISSION FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
 
Purpose of the Study 
Your child is invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see 
if there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of your child after 
he/she participates in direct instruction lessons on cooperation social skills.  
 
Participants 
Your child is being asked to participate in the study because he/she fits these criteria: 
Your child has been identified as having an emotional and behavioral disorder by the 
multidisciplinary team at your child’s school. Additionally, your child receives special 
education services in a resource or self-contained setting. 
 
Procedures  
If you allow your child to volunteer to participate in this study, your child will be asked 
to do the following: (a) participate during direct instruction lessons on cooperation social 
skills led by the classroom teacher, and (b) complete assessments on his/her knowledge 
of social skills, as well as complete a self-report questionnaire on social skills and 
behavior. Your child’s classroom teacher will conduct all of the lessons. The lessons will 
be observed by a member of the research team. It is expected that the study will last for 8 
weeks.   
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may be direct benefits to your child as a participant in this study, such as 
increasing his/her knowledge of cooperation social skills. 
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. Your child will be participating in active games where they will be asked to move 
around the classroom. As a result, some students may bump into each other. In addition 
some of the items on the questionnaire may uncomfortable for your child to respond to.   
 
Cost /Compensation  
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There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 25 
minutes a day, two days a week, and the study will last 8 weeks. Your child will not be 
compensated for their time.    
 
Contact Information  
If you or your child have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. 
Tom Pierce or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research 
subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being 
conducted you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects 
at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may refuse to participate 
in this study or in any part of this study.  Your child may withdraw at any time without 
prejudice to your relations with the university. You or your child is encouraged to ask 
questions about this study at the beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link your child to this study.  All 
records will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the 
study.  After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.   
   
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Parent                                             Child’s Name (Please 
print)  
 
             
Parent Name (Please Print)       Date                                         
     
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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CONSENTO DE LOS PADRES 
  
Departamento de Estudios Clínicos y Educativos 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  
TÍTULO DEL ESTUDIO: Efectos de Juegos de Cooperación en las Interacciones 
Sociales de los Estudiantes con Incapacidades Emocionales y Conductuales 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (estudiante investigador) y el Dr. Tom 
Pierce (Investigador Principal) 
NÚMERO DE TELÉFONO DE CONTACTO: 702-895-3205 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Propósito del estudio 
El niño es invitado a participar en un estudio de investigación. El propósito de este 
estudio es ver si habrá cambios en las habilidades sociales y las interacciones sociales de 
su hijo después de que él/ella participa en unos juegos de cooperación.  
 Participantes 
Su hijo se le solicita participar en el estudio porque él/ella se ajusta a estos criterios: su 
hijo ha sido identificado como un estudiante con una incapacidad emocional o de 
conducto por el equipo multidisciplinario en la escuela de su hijo. Además, su hijo recibe 
servicios de educación especial en una programa recurso o autónomo. 
  
Procedimientos  
Si permite que su hijo / a voluntarios para participar en este estudio, se pedirá su niño que 
haga lo siguiente: (a) participar durante las clases de instrucción directa sobre la 
cooperación de habilidades sociales dirigido por la maestra, (b) participar en juegos de 
cooperación durante su período consultivo con otros estudiantes de su escuela y (c) 
completar unas evaluaciones sobre su conocimiento de las habilidades sociales, así como 
completa un cuestionario autoinforme sobre habilidades sociales y de comportamiento. 
Maestro del salón de su hijo realizará todas las lecciones. Las lecciones se observará por 
un miembro del equipo de investigación. Se espera que el estudio tendrá una duración de 
8 semanas.  
  
Beneficios de la participación  
Puede haber beneficios directos a su hijo como un participante en este estudio, por 
ejemplo como aumentar su conocimiento de las habilidades sociales de cooperación y 
aumentar la calidad de las interacciones que tiene con sus compañeros en la escuela.  
  
Riesgos de la participación  
Hay riesgos involucrados en todos los estudios de investigación. Este estudio puede 
incluir únicamente los riesgos mínimos. Su hijo estará participando en juegos activos 
donde se les pedirá para moverse por el aula. Como resultado, algunos estudiantes 
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pueden encontrarnos. Además algunos de los artículos en el cuestionario de mayo 
incómodo para responder a su hijo.  
  
Costo/Compensación                                                                                                           
                             
No habrá costo financiero para participar en este estudio. El estudio llevará 25 minutos al 
día, cuatro días a la semana, y el estudio tendrá una duración de 8 semanas. Su hijo no 
será compensado por su tiempo.              
  
Información de contacto  
Si usted o su hijo tiene alguna pregunta o inquietud acerca del estudio, puede 
comunicarse con el Dr. Tom Pierce o Teri Marx en 702-895-3205. Para preguntas 
relacionadas con los derechos de los sujetos de investigación, cualquier queja o 
comentario con respecto a la manera en que el estudio está siendo realizado lo puede 
contactar a la oficina de UNLV de investigación integridad – sujetos humanos en 
702-895-2794, llame gratis al 877-895-2794, o por correo electrónico a 
IRB@unlv.edu. 
  
Participación voluntaria  
La participación de su hijo en este estudio es voluntaria. Su niño puede negarse a 
participar en este estudio o en cualquier parte de este estudio. Su hijo puede retirar en 
cualquier momento sin perjuicio de sus relaciones con la Universidad. Usted o su hijo se 
anima a hacer preguntas acerca de este estudio al principio o en cualquier momento 
durante el estudio de investigación.  
 Confidencialidad  
Toda la información recogida en este estudio se mantendrá totalmente confidencial. No 
se hará ninguna referencia en materiales escritos u orales que podrían relacionar a su hijo 
a este estudio. Todos los registros se almacenarán en una instalación cerrada en la UNLV 
durante tres años después de la terminación del estudio. Después del almacenaje del 
tiempo la información obtenida será destruido.  
  
Consentimiento del participante:  
He leído la información anterior y de acuerdo a participar en este estudio. Soy por lo 
menos 18 años de edad. Me ha sido dado una copia de este formulario. 
  
   
                                                                                                                                                 
Firma de los padres (por favor impreso)      Nombre del 
niño  
  
                                                                                                                                                  
Nombre de los padres (por favor imprima)     Fecha  
  
  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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PARENT PERMISSION FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
 
Purpose of the Study 
Your child is invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see 
if there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of your child after 
he/she participates in cooperation games.  
 
Participants 
Your child is being asked to participate in the study because he/she fits these criteria: 
Your child has been identified as having an emotional and behavioral disorder by the 
multidisciplinary team at your child’s school. Additionally, your child receives special 
education services in a resource or self-contained setting. 
 
Procedures  
If you allow your child to volunteer to participate in this study, your child will be asked 
to do the following: (a) participate during direct instruction lessons on cooperation social 
skills led by the classroom teacher, (b) participate in cooperation games during his/her 
advisory period with other students from his/her school, and (c) complete assessments on 
his/her knowledge of social skills, as well as complete a self-report questionnaire on 
social skills and behavior. Your child’s classroom teacher will conduct all of the lessons. 
The lessons will be observed by a member of the research team. It is expected that the 
study will last for 8 weeks.    
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may be direct benefits to your child as a participant in this study, such as 
increasing his/her knowledge of cooperation social skills and increasing the quality of the 
interactions he/she has with peers in the school.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. Your child will be participating in active games where they will be asked to move 
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around the classroom. As a result, some students may bump into each other. In addition 
some of the items on the questionnaire may uncomfortable for your child to respond to.   
 
Cost /Compensation  
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 25 
minutes a day, four days a week, and the study will last 8 weeks. Your child will not be 
compensated for their time.    
 
Contact Information  
If you or your child have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. 
Tom Pierce or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research 
subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being 
conducted you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects 
at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may refuse to participate 
in this study or in any part of this study.  Your child may withdraw at any time without 
prejudice to your relations with the university. You or your child is encouraged to ask 
questions about this study at the beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link your child to this study.  All 
records will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the 
study.  After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.   
   
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Parent                                             Child’s Name (Please 
print)  
 
             
Parent Name (Please Print)       Date                                         
     
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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STUDENT ASSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of Students with 
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
   
1. My name is Teri Marx. 
2. We are asking you to participate in a research study because we want to learn about 
the best ways we can teach social skills.  
3. If you agree to participate, you will: (a) complete a questionnaire about your behavior 
and social skills, (b) complete mini tests on your understanding of social skills, and 
(c) participate during classroom lessons taught by your classroom teacher. All of the 
lessons will take place in your classroom during school hours. All of your 
information will be kept confidential. There  are many things we are doing to make 
sure that happens.  
4. There are minimal risks involved in participating in this study. Some of the questions 
may be uncomfortable for you to answer. 
5. If you agree to participate, you may have a better understanding of social skills and 
you may learn how to interact with others in a different way. 
6. Please talk to your parent/guardian before you make a decision. We will also be 
sending a form home to ask your parent/guardian’s permission for you to be a part of 
this study. If your parent/guardian says yes, you can still say no to participating. 
7. If you don’t want to be in this study, you don’t have to participate in it. Your 
classroom teacher will still be teaching the lessons and leading the games if you 
decide you don’t want to participate. If you decide you don’t want to be in the study, 
no one will be mad. And, you can always change your mind later. 
8. If you have any questions you can call me or ask me about your question the next 
time we see each other. The number you can call if you have any questions is 702-
895-3205, make sure you ask for Teri Marx. If I have not answered your questions or 
you don’t feel comfortable asking me, you or your parent can call or email the 
UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free 
at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
9. By signing below, you are agreeing to be in this study. You and your parent/guardian 
will get a copy of this form after you sign it.  
 
             
Sign your name                                                         Print your name    
 
Date: _______________________  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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STUDENT ASSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
   
1. My name is Teri Marx.  
2.  We are asking you to participate in a research study because we would like to understand 
 your feelings about some of your classmates. 
3. If you agree to participate, you will: complete a questionnaire about your feelings about 
 some of your classmates. All of your information will be kept confidential. There are 
 many things we are doing to make sure that happens.  
4.   There are minimal risks involved in participating in this study. Some of the questions 
 may be  uncomfortable for you to answer.  
5.  If you agree to participate, there may not be any direct benefit to you.  
6.  Please talk to your parent/guardian before you make a decision. We will also be sending a 
 form home to ask your parent/guardian’s permission for you to be a part of this study. If 
 your parent/guardian says yes, you can still say no to participating.  
7.  If you don’t want to be in this study, you don’t have to participate in it. If you decide you 
 don’t want to be in the study, no one will be mad. And, you can always change your mind 
 later.  
8.  If you have any questions you can call me or ask me about your question the next time 
 we see  each other. The number you can call if you have any questions is 702-895-3205, 
 make sure you ask for Teri Marx. If I have not answered your questions or you don’t feel 
 comfortable asking me, you or your parent can call or email the UNLV Office of 
 Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or 
 via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
9.  By signing below, you are agreeing to be in this study. You and your parent/guardian will 
 get a copy of this form after you sign it.  
  
 
 
             
Sign your name                                                         Print your name    
 
 
Date: _______________________  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14   
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STUDENT ASSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
   
1. My name is Teri Marx.  
2.  We are asking you to participate in a research study because we would like to understand 
 your feelings about some of your classmates and because you were selected by teachers 
 at the school as someone who is a good role model.  
3. If you agree to participate, you will: (a) complete a questionnaire about your feelings 
 about some of your classmates, and (b) participate during cooperation games taught by a 
 teacher at your school. All of the games will take place during school hours. All of your 
 information will be kept confidential. There are many things we are doing to make sure 
 that happens.  
4.   There are minimal risks involved in participating in this study. Some of the questions 
 may be  uncomfortable for you to answer.  
5.  If you agree to participate, you may make new friends or learn different ways to interact 
 with students who might be different from you.  
6.  Please talk to your parent/guardian before you make a decision. We will also be sending a 
 form home to ask your parent/guardian’s permission for you to be a part of this study. If 
 your parent/guardian says yes, you can still say no to participating.  
7.  If you don’t want to be in this study, you don’t have to participate in it. If you decide you 
 don’t want to be in the study, no one will be mad. And, you can always change your mind 
 later.  
8.  If you have any questions you can call me or ask me about your question the next time 
 we see  each other. The number you can call if you have any questions is 702-895-3205, 
 make sure you  ask for Teri Marx. If I have not answered your questions or you don’t 
 feel comfortable asking  me, you or your parent can call or email the UNLV Office of 
 Research Integrity – Human  Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or 
 via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
9.  By signing below, you are agreeing to be in this study. You and your parent/guardian will 
 get a copy of this form after you sign it.  
 
             
Sign your name                                                         Print your name  
  
 
Date: _______________________  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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STUDENT ASSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
   
1. My name is Teri Marx.  
2.  We are asking you to participate in a research study because we want to learn  about 
 the best ways we can teach social skills.  
3. If you agree to participate, you will: (a) complete a questionnaire about your 
 behavior and social skills, (b) complete mini tests on your understanding of social 
 skills, (c) participate during classroom lessons taught by your classroom teacher, and 
 (d) participate with other kids at your school in cooperation games led by your 
 classroom teacher. All of the lessons and games  will take place in your classroom during 
 school hours. All of your information will be kept confidential. There are many things 
 we are doing to make sure that  happens.  
4.   There are minimal risks involved in participating in this study. Some of the 
 questions may be uncomfortable for you to answer. Also, the cooperation games  are 
 active and you may bump into some of your classmates.  
5.  If you agree to participate, you may have a better understanding of social skills  and you 
 may learn how to interact with others in a different way.  
6.  Please talk to your parent/guardian before you make a decision. We will also be  sending 
 a form home to ask your parent/guardian’s permission for you to be a part of this study. If 
 your parent/guardian says yes, you can still say no to participating.  
7.  If you don’t want to be in this study, you don’t have to participate in it. Your 
 classroom teacher will still be teaching the lessons and leading the games if you  decide 
 you don’t want to participate. If you decide you don’t want to be in the study, no one will 
 be mad. And, you can always change your mind later.   
8.  If you have any questions you can call me or ask me about your question the next 
 time we see each other. The number you can call if you have any questions is 702-895- 
 3205, make sure you ask for Teri Marx. If I have not answered your questions or you 
 don’t feel comfortable asking me, you or your parent can call or  email the UNLV Office 
 of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895- 2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, 
 or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
9.  By signing below, you are agreeing to be in this study. You and your parent/guardian 
 will get a copy of this form after you sign it.  
 
            
Sign your name                                                         Print your name    
 
Date: _______________________  
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
 
Purpose of the Study 
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see if 
there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of students with 
emotional and behavioral disorders after they participate in cooperation games.  
 
Participants 
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit these criteria: You are the 
classroom teacher of a student with an emotional or behavioral disorder who will be 
participating in this study.  
 
Procedures  
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: 
complete pre- and post-measures of student social skills and behavior on a teacher-report 
questionnaire.   
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may not be direct benefits to you in this study. We hope to learn through this study 
if cooperation games impact teacher perceptions of student social skill acquisition and 
behavior changes.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. You will be completing teacher-report questionnaires that may have some 
uncomfortable questions to answer.  
 
Cost /Compensation  
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The questionnaires 
will take 20 minutes per student to complete. You will be asked to complete a 
questionnaire on no more than 5 students. Additionally, the questionnaire will be 
completed twice. You will not be compensated for your time.    
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Contact Information  
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Tom Pierce 
or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, 
any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted 
you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-
895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study 
or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your 
relations with the university. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the 
beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  All records 
will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the study.  
After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.    
  
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Participant                                            Date  
 
          
Participant Name (Please Print)         
   
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
Purpose of the Study 
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see if 
there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of students with 
emotional and behavioral disorders after they participate in cooperation games.  
 
Participants 
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit these criteria: You are the 
classroom teacher of a student with an emotional or behavioral disorder who will be 
participating in this study.  
 
Procedures  
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: (a) 
participate in training sessions for both direct instruction and cooperation games, (b) lead 
direct instruction lessons on cooperation social skills, (c) facilitate cooperation games 
during student advisory periods, and (d) as well as complete a teacher-report 
questionnaire on student social skills and behavior. The lessons will be observed by a 
member of the research team. It is expected that the study will last for 8 weeks.    
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may be direct benefits to you in this study, such as increasing your knowledge of 
instructional strategies to teach cooperation social skills and learning a new method of 
engaging students.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. You will be facilitating active games among students with and without disabilities 
where they will be asked to move around the classroom. As a result, some students may 
bump into each other. In addition some of the items on the questionnaire may 
uncomfortable for you to respond to.   
 
Cost /Compensation  
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There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 25 
minutes a day, four days a week, and the study will last 8 weeks. You will not be 
compensated for your time.    
 
Contact Information  
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Tom Pierce 
or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, 
any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted 
you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-
895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study 
or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your 
relations with the university. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the 
beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  All records 
will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the study.  
After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.    
  
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
             
Signature of Participant                                           Date  
 
          
Participant Name (Please Print)         
   
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM 
 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
   
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interactions of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
INVESTIGATOR(S): Teri Marx, M.S.W. (Student Researcher) and Dr. Tom Pierce 
(Principal Investigator) 
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 702-895-3205 
   
Purpose of the Study 
You are invited to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to see if 
there will be any changes in the social skills and social interactions of students with 
emotional and behavioral disorders after they participate in cooperation games.  
 
Participants 
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit these criteria: You are the 
classroom teacher of a student with an emotional or behavioral disorder who will be 
participating in this study.  
 
Procedures  
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: (a) 
participate in training sessions to learn how to implement direct instruction for 
cooperation social skills, (b) lead direct instruction lessons on cooperation social skills, 
and (d) complete a teacher-report questionnaire on student social skills and behavior. The 
lessons will be observed by a member of the research team. It is expected that the study 
will last for 8 weeks.    
 
Benefits of Participation  
There may be direct benefits to you in this study, such as increasing your knowledge of 
instructional strategies to teach cooperation social skills.  
 
Risks of Participation  
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal 
risks. Some of the items on the questionnaire may uncomfortable for you to respond to 
about students.  
 
Cost /Compensation  
There will not be financial cost to you to participate in this study.  The study will take 25 
minutes a day, two days a week, and the study will last 8 weeks. You will not be 
compensated for your time.    
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Contact Information  
If you have any questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Dr. Tom Pierce 
or Teri Marx at 702-895-3205. For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, 
any complaints or comments regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted 
you may contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-
895-2794, toll free at 877-895-2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu.  
 
Voluntary Participation  
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study 
or in any part of this study.  You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your 
relations with the university. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the 
beginning or any time during the research study.  
 
Confidentiality  
All information gathered in this study will be kept completely confidential.  No reference 
will be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study.  All records 
will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for three years after completion of the study.  
After the storage time the information gathered will be destroyed.    
  
 
Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
           
Signature of Participant                                            Date  
 
          
Participant Name (Please Print)         
   
 
 
Deemed exempt by the ORI-HS and/or the UNLV IRB. Protocol #1312-4660M Exempt 
Date: 01-16-14  
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APPENDIX B 
DIRECT INSTRUCTION TEACHING SCRIPT 
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Step 1: Define the 
Skill 
(5 minutes) 
 
Pass out Skill Step Cards or have them get out the cards 
they previously got for the appropriate skill being covered.  
 
Today we will be going over the steps we need to show for 
______________. Without looking at your skill card, raise 
your hand and tell me the best definition you can for 
_______________. Great ideas! The definition of _________ 
is __________________ (write on the board so students can 
copy).   
Go through the skill steps from the Skillstreaming 
instructional sheet (Read to the students and have them 
come up with ideas about how they would show each skill). 
Step 2: Model the 
Skill 
(5 minutes) 
 
Have students give ideas about when they need to perform 
the skill and use one of their ideas when modeling the steps.  
 
If they are not able to come up with an idea, you can use one of 
the suggested modeling displays from the Skillstreaming 
instructional sheet.  
Make sure to show them an example of each step using 
their idea/or the modeling display.  
Step 3: Role-Play 
(10 minutes) 
Role-Play Student Practice: Have the students role-play the 
scenario that you just modeled for them, or elicit a response for 
a role-play idea from the students. The students can use their 
skill cards to help remind them of the steps.  
 
Now we are going to practice using _____________. I need 
two volunteers to act out a scene. (If no one volunteers, then 
you can have the students break out in pairs. Walk around the 
room if they are in pairs so you can provide them targeted 
feedback).  
While the volunteers are acting out the scene, have the 
other students write down the steps the volunteers 
performed correctly.  
Step 4: Provide 
performance 
feedback and skill 
practice 
(5 minutes) 
Provide targeted feedback (not just general statements).  
 
I like the way (Student Name) was able to (Describe the step 
they did correctly).  
Inform the students that they should complete the 
homework sheet after practicing the skill with peers during 
lunch.  
or 
Inform them that they will be practicing the skill with peers 
during advisory tomorrow. 
Materials students will need for each lesson: Skill step cards, extra paper, pencil 
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APPENDIX C 
DIRECT INSTRUCTION FIDELITY CHECKLIST 
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Fidelity Checklist for Direct Instruction Lessons 
YES / NO Did the teacher match the lesson to the correct skill for that day?   
YES / NO Did the teacher pass out/have students get out the skill step cards? 
YES / NO Did the teacher introduce the skill steps for the cooperation social skill?  
YES / NO Did the teacher model the correct way to show the social skill?  
YES / NO Did the teacher break the students into groups or have two students 
volunteer to role play the skill?  
YES / NO Did the teacher have students observing the role plays write down the 
steps they saw their classmates performing correctly? 
YES / NO Did the teacher provide the students with targeted feedback (e.g., I like 
how STUDENT showed SKILL STEP 1), not general statements (e.g., 
good job, etc.)?    
YES / NO Did the teacher discuss the students’ independent practice (e.g., 
homework during lunch or during advisory)?   
YES / NO/ 
N/A 
Did the teacher use student examples for modeling or role plays? 
YES / NO  Did the lesson last 25 minutes? 
 
____ / 10 
Total the number of Yes and N/A responses out of the total number of 
checklist items.  
Date: _____________  
Targeted Skill:     _________________________ 
Additional notes regarding implementation (discuss anything that may have interfered with the teacher’s 
ability to complete part/all of the lesson – class interruption, school drill, unusual student behavior): 	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APPENDIX D 
COOPERATION GAMES TEACHING SCRIPT 
  
201 
	  
	  
Teaching Script for Balloon Bop 
Step 1 
(5 minutes) 
Explain the activity to 
the students by 
reading this 
explanation to the 
students. 
 
 
Identify the skill from the previous day that the students 
will be practicing during the activity.  
 
Describe the activity: 
Each of you will stand on a spot marker in the circle. All of 
you will then hold hands and keep holding hands for the whole 
time the game is being played. Once everyone is holding 
hands, I will drop a balloon into the circle. The goal is for 
everyone to work together and keep the balloon in the air. 
Together, you will count the number of times the balloon stays 
in the air. You can tap the balloon with your hands, arms, 
heads, shoulders, chest, or knees, but you can’t use your feet. If 
anyone lets go of someone else’s hand, then the counting starts 
over.  If the balloon falls to the ground, then the counting starts 
over. If anyone uses their feet, then the counting starts over.   
You will be competing against the other group to see who can 
get the highest number in the time provided. Remember, the 
counting starts over if one of the rules is broken or the balloon 
falls to the ground.  
Ask the following questions:  
1) Can one person explain what we are going to do in this 
activity? 
2) What are the rules?  
Step 2 
(5 minutes) 
State the expectations 
for the students and 
have volunteers model 
the activity following 
the rules and 
Discuss behavioral expectations for participating in the 
activity (include any from the class/school and add in any 
of the following): 
 
• Be respectful of one another.  
• Use only encouraging words.  
• If someone messes up, help them.  
• Follow the rules of the activity. 
After explaining the expectations, have a couple students 
volunteer to model the activity. Provide guidance, as 
needed, to make sure they are doing it correctly and 
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expectations. following expectations. 
Step 3 
(10 minutes) 
Have the students 
complete the activity 
Break the students into equally numbered groups 
(approximately 12 each). Make sure that each group has 
both general education peer models and your classroom 
students represented.  
 
Monitor the students as they are performing the activity to 
make sure they are following the rules and behavioral 
expectations.  
 
If they are not doing the activity correctly, or are not 
demonstrating appropriate behavior, remind them of the 
rule/social skill/expectation and have them brainstorm as a 
group what they can do to make the activity successful. 
Then have them attempt the activity again.  
   
Step 4 
(5 minutes) 
Have the small 
groups come back 
together in a large 
group and facilitate 
the question and 
discussion portion. 
Questions to prompt discussion: (Ask at least two) 
What was hard about this activity?  
What was easy about this activity? 
What were some things that your group did that helped you be 
successful?  
Where else might you have to use some of the same skills you 
used in this activity?  
What specific steps of (SKILL) did you have to practice during 
this activity? 
 
Variations (if needed during future sessions): Switch group members, add in additional 
balloons, tell them they have to do the activity silently, or don’t allow them to use their 
heads.  
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Teaching Script for Mystery Stick 
Step 1 
(5 minutes) 
Explain the activity 
to the students by 
reading this 
explanation to the 
students. 
 
Identify the skill from the previous day that the students 
will be practicing during the activity.  
 
Describe the activity: 
You will be broken up into two groups. In each group, you will 
line up facing another person from your group. You should be 
standing about arm’s length apart from each other. Once you 
are lined up facing each other, you need to point your index 
fingers and hold your arms out toward each other with your 
palms up. I will then place a Mystery Stick on top of your 
fingers. Some of you may need to move your fingers up or 
down until the stick is even in height. When I say go, each 
group will have to lower the Mystery Stick to the ground. The 
rules for this activity are: your fingers must stay touching the 
stick at all times, you are not allowed to pinch or grab the stick, 
and you have to let the stick rest on top of your fingers. If 
anyone is caught pinching, grabbing, or removing their fingers 
from the stick, the time will start over. You will be competing 
against the other team to see which team can lower the Mystery 
Stick to the ground the fastest.  
 
Questions: 
1) Can one person explain what we are going to do in this 
activity? 
2) What are the rules?  
 
Step 2 
(5 minutes) 
State the expectations 
for the students and 
have volunteers model 
the activity following 
Discuss behavioral expectations for participating in the 
activity (include any from the class/school and add in any 
of the following): 
 
• Be respectful of one another.  
• Use only encouraging words.  
• If someone messes up, help them.  
• Follow the rules of the activity. 
After explaining the expectations, have a couple students 
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the rules and 
expectations. 
volunteer to model the activity. Provide guidance, as 
needed, to make sure they are doing it correctly and 
following expectations. 
Step 3 
(10 minutes) 
Have the students 
complete the activity 
Break the students into equally numbered groups 
(approximately 12 each). Make sure that each group has 
both general education peer models and your classroom 
students represented.  
 
Monitor the students as they are performing the activity to 
make sure they are following the rules and behavioral 
expectations.  
 
If they are not doing the activity correctly, or are not 
demonstrating appropriate behavior, remind them of the 
rule/social skill/expectation and have them brainstorm as a 
group what they can do to make the activity successful. 
Then have them attempt the activity again.  
   
Step 4 
(5 minutes) 
Have the small 
groups come back 
together in a large 
group and facilitate 
the question and 
discussion portion. 
Questions to prompt discussion: (Ask at least two) 
What was hard about this activity?  
What was easy about this activity? 
What were some things that your group did that helped you be 
successful?  
Where else might you have to use some of the same skills you 
used in this activity?  
What specific steps of (SKILL) did you have to practice during 
this activity? 
 
Variations (if needed during future sessions): Switch group members, tell them they 
have to do the activity silently, or assign one student as the group leader.  
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Teaching Script for Group Juggle 
Step 1 
(5 minutes) 
Explain the activity 
to the students by 
reading this 
explanation to the 
students. 
 
 
Identify the skill from the previous day that the students 
will be practicing during the activity.  
 
Describe the activity: 
Standing in a circle, you will work with your small group to 
toss small toys to other people in the group to create a pattern 
and learn each other’s names. I will hand a ball to a student in 
each group and ask him/her to toss it to another person in the 
group, who will toss it to another person, and so on until 
everyone has had a chance to catch the object. You cannot toss 
the object to a person standing on either side of you. When the 
last person receives the object, he/she will toss it back to the 
first person. You will need to remember who you received the 
object from and who you tossed the object to, as it will be the 
same person each time. You need to state the other person’s 
name before tossing the object to him/her.  
 
Questions: 
1) Can one person explain what we are going to do in this 
activity? 
2) What are the rules?  
 
Step 2 
(5 minutes) 
State the expectations 
for the students and 
have volunteers model 
the activity following 
Discuss behavioral expectations for participating in the 
activity (include any from the class/school and add in any 
of the following): 
 
• Be respectful of one another.  
• Use only encouraging words.  
• If someone messes up, help them.  
• Follow the rules of the activity. 
After explaining the expectations, have a couple students 
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the rules and 
expectations. 
volunteer to model the activity. Provide guidance, as 
needed, to make sure they are doing it correctly and 
following expectations. 
 
 
Step 3 
(10 minutes) 
Have the students 
complete the activity 
Monitor the students as they are performing the activity to 
make sure they are following the rules and behavioral 
expectations.  
 
If they are not doing the activity correctly, or are not 
demonstrating appropriate behavior, remind them of the 
rule/social skill/expectation and have them brainstorm as a 
group what they can do to make the activity successful. 
Then have them attempt the activity again. 
 
Step 4 
(5 minutes) 
As a large group,  
facilitate the 
question and 
discussion portion. 
Questions to prompt discussion: (Ask at least two) 
What was hard about this activity?  
What was easy about this activity? 
What were some things that your group did that helped you be 
successful?  
Where else might you have to use some of the same skills you 
used in this activity?  
What specific steps of (SKILL) did you have to practice during 
this activity? 
Variations (if needed during future sessions): beat the time from the previous session, 
if someone drops a ball start over, add in more objects to make it harder for them to 
follow the pattern. 
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APPENDIX E 
COOPERATION GAMES FIDELITY CHECKLIST  
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Fidelity Checklist for Cooperation Games 
YES / NO Did the teacher perform the correct activity according to the calendar? 
YES / NO Did the teacher identify the skill the students would be practicing?  
YES / NO Did the teacher ask a student to explain the rules of the activity?  
YES / NO Did the teacher have students volunteer and perform a demonstration of 
the activity? 
YES / NO Did the teacher go over the behavioral expectations prior to starting the 
activity? 
YES / NO Did the teacher monitor the students while they were performing the 
activity and correct any violations to rules/expectations? 
YES / NO / 
N/A 
If the students were not performing the activity correctly, did the teacher 
remind the students of the rule/social skill/expectation and have the 
students brainstorm a solution to make the activity successful?  
YES / NO Did the teacher have the whole group come back together after the 
activity?  
YES / NO Did the teacher ask at least two of the scripted processing questions?  
YES / NO  Did the lesson last 25 minutes? 
 
____ / 10 
Total the number of Yes and N/A responses out of the total number of 
checklist items.  
Date: ___________________________  
Activity: ________________________  
Additional notes regarding implementation (discuss anything that may have interfered with the teacher’s 
ability to complete part/all of the activity – class interruption, school drill, unusual student behavior):  
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Behavior Assessment System for Children – Second Edition (BASC-2) Descriptions and 
Score Summary 
Score classification guidelines and subscale & composite descriptions from BASC-2 
Manual by C. Reynolds and R. Kamphaus (AGS Publishing). 
 
Classification  
T Score Range Adaptive Scales Clinical Scales 
Very High Clinically 
Significant 
70 and above 
High At-Risk 60-69 
Average Average 41-59 
At-Risk Low 31-40 
Clinically 
Significant 
Very Low 30 and below 
 
Clinical 
Composites/ 
Subscales 
 
Description 
Externalizing 
Problems  
Composite 
This composite is characterized by disruptive-behavior problems 
such as aggression, hyperactivity, and delinquency. 
Hyperactivity The tendency to be overly active, rush through work or activities, 
and act without thinking. 
Aggression The tendency to act in a hostile manner (either verbal or physical) 
that is threatening to others. 
Conduct 
Problems 
The tendency to engage in antisocial and rule-breaking behavior, 
including destroying property 
Internalizing 
Problems 
Composite 
Broad index of inwardly-directed distress that reflects internalizing 
problems a child may be experiencing; not marked by acting-out 
behavior.   
Anxiety The tendency to be nervous, fearful, or worried about real or 
imagined problems. 
Depression Feelings of unhappiness, sadness, and stress that may result in an 
inability to carry out everyday activities or may bring on thoughts of 
suicide. 
Somatization The tendency to be overly sensitive to and complain about relatively 
minor physical problems and discomforts. 
School 
Problems 
Composite 
(Teacher 
Only) 
This composite reflects academic difficulties, including problems of 
motivation, attention, learning, and cognition. 
Attention 
Problems 
The tendency to be easily distracted and unable to concentrate more 
than momentarily. 
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Learning 
Problems 
The presence of academic difficulties, particularly understanding or 
completing homework. 
Behavioral 
Symptoms 
Index (BSI) 
This composite reflects the overall level of problem behavior; it 
consists of the Hyperactivity, Aggression, Depression, Attention 
Problems, Atypicality, and Withdrawal scales. 
Atypicality The tendency to behave in ways that are considered “odd” or 
commonly associated with psychosis. 
Withdrawal The tendency to evade others to avoid social contact. 
Adaptive 
Composites/ 
Subscales 
 
Description 
Adaptive 
Skills 
Composite 
This composite summarizes appropriate emotional expression and 
control, daily-living skills inside and outside the home, and 
communication skills, as well as prosocial, organizational, study, and 
other adaptive skills. 
Adaptability The ability to adapt readily to changes in the environment. 
Social Skills The skills necessary for interacting successfully with peers and 
adults in home, school, and community settings.  
Leadership The skills associated with accomplishing academic, social, or 
community goals, including the ability to work with others.  
Study Skills 
(Teacher Form) 
The skills that are conducive to strong academic performance, 
including organizational skills and good study habits. 
Activities of 
Daily Living 
(Parent Form) 
The skills associated with performing basic, everyday tasks in an 
acceptable and safe manner. 
Functional 
Communication 
The ability to express ideas and communicate in a way others can 
easily understand. 
 
	  
 
  
216 
	  
	  
APPENDIX H 
CURRICULUM BASED ASSESSMENT AND RUBRIC 
  
217 
	  
	  
Scenarios for Curriculum Based Assessment 
Assessment Administration: Read the following scenarios and have the students answer 
the questions on the form provided. Read each scenario twice. Reread the scenarios, as 
necessary after the second time.  
 
For the pre-test go in this order for the skills: Negotiating, Listening, Convincing Others, 
Self-Control, and Helping Others 
 
For the post-test go in this order for the skills: Convincing Others, Negotiating, Helping 
Others, Communicating, and Self-Control 
 
Listening 
Pre: Marco is working on a homework assignment that is due tomorrow. While he is 
working on it, his sister comes over to ask him a question. Marco doesn’t look up at his 
sister while she is asking the question. His sister says, “Marco, did you hear what I said?” 
Marco looks down at his homework again. His sister says, “You better do what I told you 
or dad will be mad.” Marco keeps working on his homework and doesn’t say anything to 
his sister.  
Post: On Friday, your teacher gets everyone’s attention to announce the homework for 
the weekend. You put down what you are working on and look up at your teacher. She 
tells you that you will need to read for 30 minutes to someone at home and have them 
sign off on your reading log. You decide that you should write down the homework so 
you don’t forget. Your teacher then says, “Wait, there’s one more thing.” You look back 
up at the teacher to hear what she says. She says, “Make sure you read to someone 
different this time!” When she asks, “Does everyone know what their homework is?” 
You respond, “Yes” and write down that you need to read to someone new this weekend. 
 
Convincing Others 
Pre: Susana’s cousin Alejandra is in town from New York. Alejandra has never been to 
Vegas before and Susana wants to make sure that they visit the roller coaster at New 
York New York. Susana decides that she should tell her cousin about how awesome the 
roller coaster is. She makes sure Alejandra is looking at her and then says, “Guess what? 
At the top of the New York New York there is a roller coaster!” Susana then asks 
Alejandra, “What would you think about going on the roller coaster while you are in 
town?” Susana waits for Alejandra to respond. Alejandra said she wasn’t sure if she 
would be able to because she is afraid of heights. Susana then tells Alejandra, “I think 
that you should go on the roller coaster. I will be there with you if you get afraid! Do you 
think you will want to go now?”   
Post: Devon has a really good idea for the next play his basketball team should make 
after their time out. He interrupts while the captain is talking and says, “We need to fake 
them out. Xavier and Reggie, act like you’re going up for a three point shot and then 
Reggie - cut into the middle. They will think that I will throw the ball to Xavier, but I will 
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throw it to Reggie and we will get the two point shot to tie it up.” Devon didn’t wait to 
hear anyone else’s thoughts and says, “Let’s go. This plan is going to work.” 
 
Helping Others 
Pre: Alex is a new student in your class who doesn’t have many friends.  He has been 
assigned to work in the same group as you. As the group starts to work on the project, 
you start to come up with ideas about how to make sure everyone is involved. You ask 
Alex, “Hey, do you want to work on the introduction with me?” Alex says, “Sure!” You 
and Alex work together on the introduction and then ask the rest of the group what else 
needs to get finished.  
Post: Deandre says, “Rosa, I can’t believe it! I think I lost my iPod. My mom is going to 
kill me!” Rosa starts coming up with ways that she can look for the iPod with Deandre, 
but asks him first, “Do you want me to look for it with you?” Deandre says, “That would 
be great!” Rosa asks Deandre where the last place he had it was and they start looking for 
it there.    
Self-Control 
 
Pre: Emerald is very active and enjoys participating in class.  But, Emerald likes to be 
the center of attention. Yesterday, the teacher asked a question to the whole class and told 
everyone to raise their hand if they had an idea.  When the teacher asked the question, 
Emerald shouted out her idea without raising her hand. The teacher told Emerald again 
that she needed to raise her hand if she wanted to answer a question. Emerald screamed 
back at the teacher, “I did raise my hand, you just didn’t see me!” The teacher said, “I’m 
sorry Emerald, I didn’t see your hand. But, you still have to wait for me to call on you.” 
Emerald became even more upset. She threw her book on the ground and starting yelling 
at the teacher again. The teacher called the dean to the classroom to talk to Emerald.   
 
Post: Maria thinks the two girls across the lunchroom are talking about her behind her 
back. They keep looking over at her, whispering back and forth to each other. Maria 
realizes that she is getting angry, because she can feel her face getting hot. She’s angry 
because she thinks the girls are talking about her. Maria decides to take ten deep breaths 
to calm herself down. Once she is calm, she looks over and sees that the girls were 
actually talking to each other about a poster that was on the wall behind her. Good thing 
Maria calmed herself down!  
 
 
Negotiating 
Pre: Dwayne's cousin won two tickets to a 51’s game. His cousin wasn’t able to go to the 
game, so he gave his tickets to Dwayne. Dwayne invited his friend Julio to go along with 
him. Julio said that he could go to the game. They agreed to meet up at their school and 
take the bus to the game. Their plan was to meet each other at 3:00 so that they had 
enough time to get to the game before it started. At 3:00 on the day of the game, Julio 
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wasn’t there. Dwayne called Julio to find out where he was. Julio said that he was riding 
with his older brother to the school and would be there in ten minutes. Dwayne asked 
Julio, “I think it sucks that you didn’t show up when we agreed. I wanted to get to the 
stadium before the game started to try and get an autograph! Do you get why I am mad?” 
Julio responded, “Ya. I get it. Sorry bro. Things just took longer than we expected at the 
store. I’m trying to get there.” Dwayne thought about why Julio was late and instead of 
yelling at him said, “Do you think you can ask your brother to give both of us a ride to 
the game? That way we won’t be late.” Julio said, “that’s a great idea. Let me ask him!”  
Post: Cynthia was assigned to work on a group project in her science class. She had a 
great idea for the project. She told her group members about her idea and they said, “We 
can’t do that! There’s not enough time.” Cynthia shouted at her group, “You have no idea 
what you’re talking about. There’s plenty of time to get this done. My idea is the best!” 
She didn’t ask her classmates about their ideas or ask them why they didn’t think there 
was enough time. Instead of hearing what her group members thought about the situation, 
she took all of the materials and started to work on the project by herself.  
 
 
  
220 
	  
	  
Directions: Your teacher is going to read you five different scenarios. Answer the 
questions that go along with each scenario. If you need your teacher to read the scenario 
again, please raise your hand and ask. Select the best skill from the choices listed for each 
scenario.  
 
 
 
Scenario 1:  
1. What skill is being discussed in the scenario? What is a good definition of that 
skill?  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________  
 
2. Is the student demonstrating the skill in the correct way?    YES              NO 
 
3. If yes, what are the correct steps the student did? If no, what steps should a 
student do to make sure they are demonstrating the skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________  
 
Scenario 2:  
1. What skill is being discussed in the scenario? What is a good definition of that 
skill?  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________  
 
2. Is the student demonstrating the skill in the correct way?    YES              NO 
 
3. If yes, what are the correct steps the student did? If no, what steps should a 
student do to make sure they are demonstrating the skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
Skills to Choose From: 
Negotiating       Convincing Others       Listening           Helping Others         Self-Control 
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__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________  
Scenario 3:  
1. What skill is being discussed in the scenario? What is a good definition of that 
skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________  
 
2. Is the student demonstrating the skill in the correct way?    YES              NO 
 
3. If yes, what are the correct steps the student did? If no, what steps should a 
student do to make sure they are demonstrating the skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________  
 
Scenario 4:  
1. What skill is being discussed in the scenario? What is a good definition of that 
skill?  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________  
 
2. Is the student demonstrating the skill in the correct way?    YES              NO 
 
3. If yes, what are the correct steps the student did? If no, what steps should a 
student do to make sure they are demonstrating the skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________  
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Scenario 5:  
1. What skill is being discussed in the scenario? What is a good definition of that 
skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________  
 
2. Is the student demonstrating the skill in the correct way?    YES              NO 
 
3. If yes, what are the correct steps the student did? If no, what steps should a 
student do to make sure they are demonstrating the skill? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________  
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Grading Rubric for Curriculum Based Assessment 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Scenario 
1 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill and 
did not give the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify any 
skill steps.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition. 
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student could 
not identify any 
skill steps that 
matched their 
definition.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but two of the 
skill steps 
correctly for the 
correct skill.  
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and gave 
a similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but one of the 
skill steps 
correctly for 
the correct 
skill.   
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and 
gave the 
correct 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no 
correctly 
based on 
their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
of the skill 
steps for the 
correct skill.  
 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Scenario 
2 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill and 
did not give the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify any 
skill steps.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition. 
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student could 
not identify any 
skill steps that 
matched their 
definition.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but two of the 
skill steps 
correctly for the 
correct skill.  
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and gave 
a similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but one of the 
skill steps 
correctly for 
the correct 
skill.   
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and 
gave the 
correct 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no 
correctly 
based on 
their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
of the skill 
steps for the 
correct skill.  
 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Scenario 
3 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill and 
did not give the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and gave 
a similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and 
gave the 
correct 
definition.  
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Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify any 
skill steps.  
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student could 
not identify any 
skill steps that 
matched their 
definition.  
Student 
answered yes or 
no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but two of the 
skill steps 
correctly for the 
correct skill.  
Student 
answered yes 
or no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but one of the 
skill steps 
correctly for 
the correct 
skill.   
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no 
correctly 
based on 
their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
of the skill 
steps for the 
correct skill.  
 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Scenario 
4 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill and 
did not give the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify any 
skill steps.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition. 
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student could 
not identify any 
skill steps that 
matched their 
definition.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but two of the 
skill steps 
correctly for the 
correct skill.  
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and gave 
a similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but one of the 
skill steps 
correctly for 
the correct 
skill.   
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and 
gave the 
correct 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no 
correctly 
based on 
their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
of the skill 
steps for the 
correct skill.  
 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Scenario 
5 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill and 
did not give the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student did not 
identify any 
skill steps.  
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition. 
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no incorrectly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student could 
not identify any 
skill steps that 
matched their 
Student did not 
identify the 
correct skill but 
gave the 
correct/similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes or 
no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but two of the 
skill steps 
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and gave 
a similar 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no correctly 
based on their 
definition. 
 
Student 
identified all 
but one of the 
skill steps 
Student 
identified the 
appropriate 
skill and 
gave the 
correct 
definition.  
 
Student 
answered yes 
or no 
correctly 
based on 
their 
definition. 
 
Student 
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definition.  correctly for the 
correct skill.  
correctly for 
the correct 
skill.   
identified all 
of the skill 
steps for the 
correct skill.  
 
 Score for Each Scenario 
Scenario 1  
Scenario 2  
Scenario 3  
Scenario 4  
Scenario 5  
Student Score  
Total Points Possible 20 
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PEER LIKERT SCALE 
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Social Validity Measure – Peer Questionnaire 
Circle the number that best 
describes how you feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I think the students in 
____________ classroom 
cooperate well with others.  
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. I think the students in 
____________ classroom make 
friends easily.  
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I am friends with someone 
from _________________ 
classroom.  
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I would be willing to work on 
a class project with someone 
from _________________ 
classroom.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. I would hang out with 
someone from 
________________ classroom.  
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
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SOCIAL VALIDITY SCALES 
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General Education Teacher Social Validity Measure 
Please answer the following questions about the student(s) who is/are participating in the 
dissertation study from ________________________ classroom who you teach in the 
general education setting.  
Circle the number that best 
describes how you feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. The student(s) showed 
improvement in listening to 
others over the past five 
weeks.  
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. The student(s) showed 
improvement in convincing 
others over the past five 
weeks. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. The student(s) showed 
improvement in using self-
control over the past five 
weeks. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. The student(s) showed 
improvement in negotiating 
with others over the past five 
weeks. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. The student(s) showed 
improvement in helping others 
over the past five weeks. 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
6. The student(s) showed 
improvement in cooperating 
with others over the past five 
weeks.  
1 2 3 4 5 
      
7. The student(s) showed 
improvement in interacting 
with others over the past five 
weeks.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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Social Validity Measure 
Circle the number that 
best describes how you 
feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I liked the lessons 
taught by my teacher in 
the classroom about 
cooperation skills.   
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. I learned about 
different cooperation 
skills (listening, 
convincing others, 
negotiating, helping 
others, and using self-
control). 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I learned new ways to 
cooperate with others. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Social Validity Measure 
Circle the number that best 
describes how you feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I liked the lessons taught 
by my teacher in the 
classroom about cooperation 
skills.   
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. I liked the games with my 
peers.   
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I learned about different 
cooperation skills (listening, 
convincing others, 
negotiating, helping others, 
and using self-control).  
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. The games allowed me to 
practice the different 
cooperation skills.   
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. I liked interacting with my 
peers during the games.   
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
6. I learned new ways to 
cooperate with others.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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Teacher Social Validity Measure 
Circle the number that best 
describes how you feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I liked teaching the 
direct instruction lessons.  
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. My students learned 
different cooperation skills 
over the course of the 
intervention.   
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. I saw an improvement in 
my students’ ability to 
cooperate with others over 
the course of the 
intervention.   
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. I would be willing to 
teach different skills 
through direct instruction 
lessons to my students in 
the future.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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Teacher Social Validity Measure 
Circle the number that 
best describes how you 
feel.  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral: 
Don’t 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. I liked teaching the 
direct instruction 
lessons.  
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
2. I liked teaching the 
games.   
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. My students learned 
different cooperation 
skills over the course of 
the intervention.   
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. My students were 
able to practice the 
cooperation skills 
during the games.   
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
5. I saw an 
improvement in my 
students’ ability to 
cooperate with others 
over the course of the 
intervention.   
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
6. I would be willing to 
teach different skills 
through direct 
instruction lessons to 
my students in the 
future.  
1 2 3 4 5 
 
7. I would be willing to 
teach different 
cooperative games to 
my students in the 
future.  
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
5 
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APPENDIX K 
 
INTERVENTION SCHEDULE 
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COMPARISON	  SCHOOL Schedule	  
Date	   Activity	   Period/Time	  
Week	  1	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/10	  
Consent	  with	  students/identify	  peers	   Social	  Skills	  period	  
Tuesday	  
2/11	  
Consent	  with	  peers	  and	  pre-­‐test	   Advisory	  period	  
Wednesday	  
2/12	  
Pre-­‐test	  with	  students	  (BASC)	   Social	  Skills	  period	  
Thursday	  
2/13	  
Pre-­‐test	  with	  students	  	  (CBM)	   Social	  Skills	  period	  
Friday	  	  
2/14	  
NO	  SCHOOL	   	  
Week	  2	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/17	  
NO	  SCHOOL	   	  
Tuesday	  
2/18	  
	   	  
Wednesday	  
2/19	  
Training	  in	  Direct	  Instruction	  Approach	  
Gen	  Ed	  Teachers/Peer	  
8:00	  –	  9:25	  a.m.	  
Thursday	  
2/20	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
2/21	  
	   	  
Week	  3	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/24	  
Listening	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Tuesday	  
2/25	  
	   	  
Wednesday	  
2/26	  
Listening	  (2	  observers)	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Thursday	  
2/27	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
2/28	  
	   	  
Week	  4	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/3	  
	   	  
Tuesday	  	  
3/4	  
Convincing	  Others	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Wednesday	  
3/5	  
	   	  
Thursday	  
3/6	  
Convincing	  Others	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Friday	  	  
3/7	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Week	  5	  
	   	  
Monday	  
3/10	  
	   	  
Tuesday	  
3/11	  
Helping	  Others	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Wednesday	  
3/12	  
	   	  
Thursday	  
3/13	  
Helping	  Others	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Friday	  	  
3/14	  
	   	  
Week	  6	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/17	  
Self-­‐Control	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Tuesday	  
3/18	  
	   	  
Wednesday	  
3/19	  
Self-­‐Control	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Thursday	  
3/20	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
3/21	  
	   	  
Week	  7	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/24	  
Pass	  out	  Post-­‐test	  teacher	  BASCs	   	  
Tuesday	  
3/25	  
Negotiating	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Wednesday	  
3/26	  
	   	  
Thursday	  
3/27	  
Negotiating	  (2	  observers)	   8:00	  –	  8:25	  a.m.	  
Friday	  	  
3/28	  
Post-­‐test	  with	  students	  (BASC/CBM)	   8:00	  –	  9:25	  a.m.	  
Week	  8	   	   	  
Monday	  
4/1	  
	   	  
Tuesday	  
4/2	  
Make-­‐up	  tests	   (if	  needed)	  
Wednesday	  
4/3	  
	   	  
Thursday	  
4/4	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
4/5	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TREATMENT	  SCHOOL	  Schedule	  
Date	   Activity	   Period/Time	  
Week	  1	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/10	  
Consent	  with	  students/identify	  peers	   Social	  	  Skills	  (2:20	  –	  2:45)	  
Tuesday	  
2/11	  
Consent	  with	  peers	  and	  pre-­‐test	   Advisory	  (10:35	  –	  11:00)	  
Wednesday	  
2/12	  
Pre-­‐test	  with	  students	  (BASC)	   Social	  Skills	  
Thursday	  
2/13	  
Pre-­‐test	  with	  students	  	  (CBM)	   Social	  Skills	  
Friday	  	  
2/14	  
NO	  SCHOOL	  /	  Meet	  with	  Gen	  Ed	  Teachers	   8:00	  a.m.	  
Week	  2	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/17	  
NO	  SCHOOL	   	  
Tuesday	  
2/18	  
Training	  in	  Direct	  Instruction	  Approach	  
Hand	  out	  Peer	  Parent	  Consent	  Forms	  
	  
Wednesday	  
2/19	  
	   	  
Thursday	  
2/20	  
Training	  in	  Cooperation	  Games	   	  
Friday	  	  
2/21	  
	   	  
Week	  3	   	   	  
Monday	  
2/24	  
Listening	  	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Tuesday	  
2/25	  
Group	  Juggle	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Wednesday	  
2/26	  
Listening	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Thursday	  
2/27	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
2/28	  
Balloon	  Bop	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  	  
Week	  4	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/3	  
Convincing	  Others	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Tuesday	  	  
3/4	  
Mystery	  Stick	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Wednesday	  
3/5	  
Convincing	  Others	  (2	  observers)	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Thursday	  
3/6	  
Group	  Juggle	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Friday	  	  
3/7	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Week	  5	  
Monday	  
3/10	  
Helping	  Others	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Tuesday	  
3/11	  
Balloon	  Bop	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Wednesday	  
3/12	  
Helping	  Others	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Thursday	  
3/13	  
Mystery	  Stick	  with	  peers	  (2	  observers)	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Friday	  	  
3/14	  
	   	  
Week	  6	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/17	  
Self-­‐Control	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Tuesday	  
3/18	  
Group	  Juggle	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Wednesday	  
3/19	  
Self-­‐Control	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Thursday	  
3/20	  
Mystery	  Stick	  with	  peers	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Friday	  	  
3/21	  
	   	  
Week	  7	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/24	  
Negotiating	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Tuesday	  
3/25	  
Balloon	  Bop	  with	  peers	  (2	  observers)	   10:35	  –	  11:00	  
Wednesday	  
3/26	  
Negotiating	  (2	  observers)	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Thursday	  
3/27	  
Group	  Juggle	  with	  peers	  (post-­‐test	  immediately	  
following	  with	  peers)	  
Post-­‐test	  with	  students	  (CBM)	  
Post-­‐test	  BASCs	  to	  teachers	  
10:35	  –	  11:00	  
2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Friday	  	  
3/28	  
Post-­‐test	  with	  students	  (BASC)	   2:20	  –	  2:45	  
Week	  8	   	   	  
Monday	  
3/31	  
Make-­‐up	  tests	   (if	  needed)	  
Tuesday	  
4/1	  
CRT	   	  
Wednesday	  
4/2	  
CRT	   	  
Thursday	  
4/3	  
	   	  
Friday	  	  
4/4	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APPENDIX L 
 
PEER MODEL TRAINING MATERIALS 
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Peer Training Procedures 
1. Bring all of the peer models together into one room.  
2. Explain the purpose of the study and why they were asked to participate (do not 
use language that would indicate that any student receives services as a student 
with a disability; exclude language like special education, IEP, disability, etc.). 
3. Discuss confidentiality with the students.  
4. Explain that they will be asked to be good role models – have them define what a 
good role model is and why being a good role model is important.  
5. Define the five cooperation skills that will be focused on during the activities 
(e.g., listening, convincing others, helping others, self-control, and negotiating).  
6. Have the peer models work together to complete a brainstorming activity about 
different things that they can do to show the five different cooperation skills.  
7. Discuss as a whole group how they will demonstrate the cooperation skills.  
8. Model for the students how to encourage someone to show a skill that they are not 
performing. Have them role-play and act out encouraging someone to show a 
skill.  
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Study Purpose 
Read the student assent form (general information here):  
We are asking you to participate in a research study because we would like to understand 
your feelings about some of your classmates and because you were selected by teachers 
at the school as someone who is a good role model.  
If you agree to participate, you will: (a) complete a questionnaire about your feelings 
about some of your classmates, and (b) participate during cooperation games taught by a 
teacher at your school. All of the games will take place during school hours. All of your 
information will  be kept confidential. There are many things we are doing to make 
sure that happens.  
 
Confidentiality Statement 
Confidentiality is a word that means private. When you are participating with other 
classmates at your school in different classrooms or activities, you have to keep 
information private. Information that you must keep to yourself includes: other students’ 
names, information that you might learn about other students, and other students’ 
classrooms. If someone that is not participating in this study asks you what you are doing, 
you can tell them that you are participating in some educational games with other kids 
from the school.  
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Definitions of Cooperation Social Skills 
1. Listening: Paying attention to someone and showing that you are hearing what 
they are saying.   
2. Convincing Others: Sharing information with someone else so they understand 
your ideas or thoughts about something.  
3. Helping Others: Doing something to that makes a task easier for someone else.  
4. Self-Control: Recognizing feelings and emotions that may cause you to react and 
then making a good choice instead.  
5. Negotiating: To come to an agreement about something you are disagreeing with 
someone about.  
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Coopera\on	  
Skills	  
Listening	  
Convincing	  
Others	  
Helping	  
Others	  
Self-­‐
Control	  
Nego\a\ng	  
 
Brainstorm!  
In each of the shapes below, write down different things that you can 
do to demonstrate the skill!   
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APPENDIX M 
 
PERMISSION TO USE SKILLSTREAMING  
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APPENDIX N  
DESCRIPTION OF GAMES
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Cooperation-focused Teambuilding Activities Descriptions and Required 
Equipment 
 
Activity 1: Equipment needed: Balloon(s) 
Balloon Bop: (http://www.responsiveclassroom.org/blog/cooperative-games-younger-
students) 
Students begin by standing in a circle, holding hands. The teacher drops one balloon into 
the circle. The goal is for students to see how many times they can tap the balloon into 
the air (students may tap the balloon with hands, arms, heads, shoulders, chests, or 
knees—but NO feet), keeping it up in the air, without losing connection (all students must 
continue holding hands). In order for this to work effectively, students have to work 
cooperatively, each of them making sure they are not letting go of their neighbor’s hands. 
They will soon figure out that they must all move together, as a circle, so to make sure 
they do not lose connection. If the balloon falls to the ground or a student taps the balloon 
with their feet, the count begins again. Depending on grade level, you can add more 
balloons to make it more challenging! 
Activity 2: Equipment needed: tent poles 
Mystery Stick: You will be broken up into two groups. In each group, you will line up 
facing another person from your group. You should be standing about arm’s length apart 
from each other. Once you are lined up facing each other, you need to point your index 
fingers and hold your arms out toward each other with your palms up. I will then place a 
Mystery Stick on top of your fingers. Some of you may need to move your fingers up or 
down until the stick is even in height. When I say go, each group will have to lower the 
Mystery Stick to the ground. The rules for this activity are: your fingers must stay 
touching the stick at all times, you are not allowed to pinch or grab the stick, and you 
have to let the stick rest on top of your fingers. If anyone is caught pinching, grabbing, or 
removing their fingers from the stick, the time will start over. You will be competing 
against the other team to see which team can lower the Mystery Stick to the ground the 
fastest.  
 
Activity 3: Equipment needed: spot markers, stop watch, and multiple small objects 
like stuffed animals, balls, rubber chickens, etc.  
Group Juggle: (Panicucci, 2002, www.wilderdom.com). Standing in a circle, students 
work with their small groups. Give one ball/rubber chicken to a student and ask student to 
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throw it to another person in the group, who throws it to another person, and so on until 
everyone has had a chance to catch the object. When the last person receives the object, 
he/she passes it back to the first person, who starts the pattern over again. The students 
need to remember who they received the object from and who they throw it to as it will 
be the same person each time. Students should be encouraged to say the person’s name 
before they throw the object to them. Variations can include more objects being thrown at 
one time, increasing the speed/accuracy of the throws, or completing the activity as an 
entire class.  
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APPENDIX O 
 
TABLES  
  
250 
	  
	  
Table 7 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Student Self-Reports  
Subscale Mean Standard Deviation N 
Pre-Attitude to School 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
55.80 
52.29 
 
13.14 
9.38 
 
5 
7 
Post-Attitude to School 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.00 
56.14 
 
12.71 
14.69 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Attitude to Teachers 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
56.80 
53.00 
 
10.33 
6.831 
 
5 
7 
Post-Attitude to Teachers 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.00 
66.43 
 
9.25 
13.55 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Sensation Seeking 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
50.80 
54.29 
 
6.61 
14.23 
 
5 
7 
Post-Sensation Seeking 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
54.00 
56.71 
 
6.52 
16.05 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Composite School Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
55.60 
53.86 
 
8.74 
9.72 
 
5 
7 
Post-Composite School Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.40 
62.43 
 
7.70 
12.82 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Atypicality 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
59.40 
59.29 
 
3.21 
14.65 
 
5 
7 
Post-Atypicality 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
53.40 
64.71 
 
10.50 
19.90 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Locus of Control 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.00 
56.86 
 
9.01 
12.48 
 
5 
7 
Post-Locus of Control 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
57.80 
56.86 
 
10.06 
15.78 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Social Stress 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
49.60 
58.29 
 
6.84 
15.93 
 
5 
7 
Post-Social Stress 
Comparison School 
 
50.40 
 
5.81 
 
5 
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Treatment School 57.71 11.31 7 
Pre-Anxiety 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
54.20 
54.43 
 
8.11 
15.09 
 
5 
7 
Post-Anxiety 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
50.80 
57.43 
 
8.04 
16.64 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Depression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
55.40 
54.43 
 
10.41 
8.94 
 
5 
7 
Post-Depression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
57.80 
58.00 
 
8.04 
13.17 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Sense of Inadequacy 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
61.80 
60.00 
 
12.22 
13.00 
 
5 
7 
Post-Sense of Inadequacy 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
60.80 
65.00 
 
6.46 
18.20 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Somatization 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
56.20 
50.29 
 
13.29 
7.72 
 
5 
7 
Post-Somatization 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
55.80 
52.86 
 
12.32 
9.45 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Composite Internalizing 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.00 
57.57 
 
6.04 
12.27 
 
5 
7 
Post-Composite Internalizing 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
56.60 
61.14 
 
6.58 
13.99 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Attention Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
63.80 
60.57 
 
7.56 
7.70 
 
5 
7 
Post-Attention Problems  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
59.80 
64.43 
 
7.60 
7.30 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Hyperactivity 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
65.60 
54.43 
 
18.17 
11.00 
 
5 
7 
Post-Hyperactivity  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
55.20 
54.71 
 
5.36 
13.95 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Composite Attention 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
66.80 
58.57 
 
13.31 
8.87 
 
5 
7 
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Post-Composite Attention 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
58.40 
60.86 
 
6.58 
10.01 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Relationship with Parents 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
38.40 
44.14 
 
10.09 
10.65 
 
5 
7 
Post-Relationship with Parents 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
35.40 
50.00 
 
8.23 
8.51 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Interpersonal Skills 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
47.80 
39.86 
 
5.22 
13.41 
 
5 
7 
Post-Interpersonal Skills  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
45.80 
35.43 
 
3.70 
17.29 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Self Esteem 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
45.40 
52.14 
 
7.20 
6.39 
 
5 
7 
Post-Self Esteem  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
47.20 
48.57 
 
3.42 
12.00 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Self Reliance 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
34.20 
42.57 
 
6.98 
12.87 
 
5 
7 
Post-Self Reliance  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
38.00 
40.00 
 
5.43 
16.59 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Personal Adjustment 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
38.60 
42.86 
 
5.73 
9.91 
 
5 
7 
Post-Personal Adjustment  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
38.80 
41.58 
 
5.93 
14.48 
 
5 
7 
Pre-Emotional Symptoms Index 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
59.20 
57.14 
 
7.86 
12.01 
 
5 
7 
Post-Emotional Symptoms Index 
Comparison  School  
Treatment School 
 
57.40 
60.71 
 
3.91 
13.61 
 
5 
7 
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Table 8 
Tests of Time by School Type Interactions for Student Self-Reports  
Subscale Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Attitude to School 
Time*School Type 
 
4.01 
 
1 
 
4.01 
 
.130 
 
.726 
Error (Time) 307.83 10 30.783   
Attitude to Teachers 
Time*School Type 
 
218.08 
 
1 
 
218.08 
 
4.843 
 
.052* 
Error (Time) 450.26 10 45.03   
Sensation Seeking 
Time*School Type 
 
.868 
 
1 
 
.868 
 
.034 
 
.858 
Error (Time) 257.26 10 25.73   
School Problems Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
48.58 
 
1 
 
48.58 
 
2.166 
 
.172 
Error (Time) 224.26 10 22.43   
Atypicality 
Time*School Type 
 
190.48 
 
1 
 
190.48 
 
2.806 
 
.125 
Error (Time) 678.86 10 67.89   
Locus of Control 
Time*School Type 
 
.058 
 
1 
 
.058 
 
.004 
 
.954 
Error (Time) 164.40 10 16.44   
Social Stress 
Time*School Type 
 
2.74 
 
1 
 
2.74 
 
.107 
 
.751 
Error (Time) 257.26 10 25.73   
Anxiety 
Time*School Type 
 
59.73 
 
1 
 
59.73 
 
2.041 
 
.184 
Error (Time) 292.60 10 29.26   
Depression 
Time*School Type 
 
2.00 
 
1 
 
2.00 
 
.086 
 
.776 
Error (Time) 233.46 10 23.35   
Sense of Inadequacy 
Time*School Type 
 
52.50 
 
1 
 
52.50 
 
.599 
 
.457 
Error (Time) 876.00 10 87.60   
Somatization 
Time*School Type 
 
12.88 
 
1 
 
12.88 
 
1.245 
 
.291 
Error (Time) 103.46 10 10.35   
Internalizing Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
36.04 
 
1 
 
36.04 
 
2.412 
 
.151 
Error (Time) 149.46 10 14.95   
Attention Problems 
Time*School Type 
 
90.03 
 
1 
 
90.03 
 
3.366 
 
.096 
Error (Time) 267.43 10 26.74   
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Hyperactivity 
Time*School Type 
 
166.52 
 
1 
 
166.52 
 
1.833 
 
.206 
Error (Time) 908.31 10 90.83   
Inattention/Hyperactivity Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
166.52 
 
1 
 
166.52 
 
2.765 
 
.127 
Error (Time) 602.31 10 60.23   
Relationship with Parents 
Time*School Type 
 
114.41 
 
1 
 
114.41 
 
13.09 
 
.005* 
Error (Time) 87.43 10 8.74   
Interpersonal Skills 
Time*School Type 
 
8.60 
 
1 
 
8.60 
 
.395 
 
.544 
Error (Time) 217.86 10 21.79   
Self-Esteem 
Time*School Type 
 
42.08 
 
1 
 
42.08 
 
1.773 
 
.213 
Error (Time) 237.26 10 23.73   
Self-Reliance 
Time*School Type 
 
59.20 
 
1 
 
59.20 
 
2.640 
 
.135 
Error (Time) 224.26 10 22.43   
Personal Adjustment 
Time*School Type 
 
3.22 
 
1 
 
3.22 
 
.251 
 
.627 
Error (Time) 128.11 10 12.81   
Emotional Symptoms Index 
Time*School Type 
 
42.08 
 
1 
 
42.08 
 
3.619 
 
.086 
Error (Time) 116.26 10 11.63   
Note. p < .05 
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Table 10 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for Special Education Teacher Reports  
Subscale Mean Standard Deviation N 
Pre-Hyperactivity 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
66.25 
56.67 
 
10.49 
11.02 
 
8 
9 
Post-Hyperactivity 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
69.13 
61.89 
 
10.54 
13.65 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Aggression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
67.38 
60.78 
 
9.77 
18.31 
 
8 
9 
Post-Aggression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
68.38 
62.78 
 
12.35 
18.12 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Conduct Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
63.88 
60.44 
 
9.40 
15.34 
 
8 
9 
Post-Conduct Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
65.88 
61.89 
 
8.46 
14.96 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Externalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
66.75 
59.89 
 
6.16 
15.19 
 
8 
9 
Post-Externalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
68.50 
63.00 
 
9.49 
15.77 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Anxiety 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
73.63 
53.44 
 
9.91 
21.62 
 
8 
9 
Post-Anxiety 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
75.75 
46.56 
 
7.80 
9.90 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Depression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
67.75 
58.89 
 
14.66 
23.96 
 
8 
9 
Post-Depression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
75.63 
52.67 
 
10.68 
9.82 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Somatization 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
64.50 
51.11 
 
15.40 
21.40 
 
8 
9 
Post-Somatization 
Comparison School 
 
70.25 
 
10.77 
 
8 
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Treatment School 46.67 11.00 9 
Pre-Internalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
72.63 
54.67 
 
14.86 
24.84 
 
8 
9 
Post-Internalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
79.13 
48.33 
 
7.64 
11.15 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Attention Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
68.50 
62.89 
 
4.11 
7.34 
 
8 
9 
Post-Attention Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
69.00 
62.89 
 
3.86 
8.72 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Learning Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
65.00 
66.56 
 
9.74 
15.91 
 
8 
9 
Post-Learning Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
68.63 
62.89 
 
6.44 
11.48 
 
8 
9 
Pre-School Problems Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
68.00 
65.78 
 
6.76 
12.43 
 
8 
9 
Post-School Problems Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
70.25 
63.89 
 
4.06 
10.29 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Atypicality 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
63.88 
59.56 
 
15.44 
21.55 
 
8 
9 
Post-Atypicality  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
69.25 
54.11 
 
12.30 
15.37 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Withdrawal 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
61.75 
56.89 
 
10.67 
16.35 
 
8 
9 
Post-Withdrawal 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
68.13 
59.56 
 
7.18 
14.17 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Behavioral Symptoms Index 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
69.75 
61.44 
 
9.97 
16.50 
 
8 
9 
Post-Behavioral Symptoms Index 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
74.38 
61.00 
 
8.55 
10.34 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Adaptability 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
35.75 
39.67 
 
7.25 
13.57 
 
8 
9 
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Post-Adaptability 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
35.00 
37.78 
 
7.17 
8.33 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Social Skills 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
41.13 
39.00 
 
5.14 
9.54 
 
8 
9 
Post-Social Skills  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
41.88 
34.11 
 
4.22 
7.94 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Leadership 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
39.25 
35.56 
 
6.54 
7.78 
 
8 
9 
Post-Leadership  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
40.25 
33.11 
 
4.50 
7.99 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Study Skills 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
38.50 
37.11 
 
2.62 
8.46 
 
8 
9 
Post-Study Skills  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
35.25 
33.44 
 
3.37 
7.67 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Functional Communication 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
40.00 
40.56 
 
7.71 
10.27 
 
8 
9 
Post-Functional Communication  
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
32.38 
37.22 
 
6.59 
8.38 
 
8 
9 
Pre-Adaptive Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
37.38 
37.00 
 
4.07 
10.03 
 
8 
9 
Post-Adaptive Composite 
Comparison  School  
Treatment School 
 
35.25 
33.22 
 
3.85 
8.15 
 
8 
9 
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Table 11 
Tests of Time by School Type Interactions for Special Education Teacher Reports on the 
BASC-2 
Subscale Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Hyperactivity 
Time*School Type 
 
11.67 
 
1 
 
11.67 
 
.112 
 
.742 
Error (Time) 1557.22 15 103.81   
Aggression 
Time*School Type 
 
2.12 
 
1 
 
2.12 
 
.024 
 
.880 
Error (Time) 1350.00 15 90.00   
Conduct Problems 
Time*School Type 
 
.654 
 
1 
 
.654 
 
.010 
 
.922 
Error (Time) 992.11 15 66.14   
Externalizing Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
3.92 
 
1 
 
3.92 
 
.046 
 
.833 
Error (Time) 1278.19 15 85.21   
Anxiety 
Time*School Type 
 
172.06 
 
1 
 
172.06 
 
2.08 
 
.170 
Error (Time) 1239.88 15 82.66   
Depression 
Time*School Type 
 
420.84 
 
1 
 
420.84 
 
2.58
0 
 
.129 
Error (Time) 2447.22 15 163.15   
Somatization 
Time*School Type 
 
220.08 
 
1 
 
220.08 
 
3.04 
 
.102 
Error (Time) 1084.86 15 72.324   
Internalizing Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
348.77 
 
1 
 
348.77 
 
3.07 
 
.100 
Error (Time) 1707.00 15 113.80   
Attention Problems 
Time*School Type 
 
.529 
 
1 
 
.529 
 
.026 
 
.873 
Error (Time) 300.00 15 20.00   
Learning Problems 
Time*School Type 
 
112.59 
 
1 
 
112.59 
 
2.78 
 
.116 
Error (Time) 606.94 15 40.46   
School Problems Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
36.28 
 
1 
 
36.28 
 
1.19 
 
.291 
Error (Time) 455.19 15 30.35   
Atypicality 
Time*School Type 
 
247.89 
 
1 
 
247.89 
 
1.78 
 
.202 
Error (Time) 2090.05 15 139.34   
Withdrawal 
Time*School Type 
 
29.12 
 
1 
 
29.12 
 
.599 
 
.451 
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Error (Time) 728.94 15 48.60   
Behavioral Symptoms Index 
Time*School Type 
 
54.42 
 
1 
 
54.42 
 
.650 
 
.433 
Error (Time) 1265.05 15 83.74   
Adaptability 
Time*School Type 
 
2.75 
 
1 
 
2.75 
 
.079 
 
.783 
Error (Time) 522.19 15 34.81   
Social Skills 
Time*School Type 
 
67.34 
 
1 
 
67.34 
 
6.04 
 
.027* 
Error (Time) 167.91 15 11.15   
Leadership 
Time*School Type 
 
25.12 
 
1 
 
25.12 
 
1.54 
 
.234 
Error (Time) 245.11 15 16.34   
Study Skills 
Time*School Type 
 
.368 
 
1 
 
.368 
 
.029 
 
.868 
Error (Time) 192.75 15 12.85   
Functional Communication 
Time*School Type 
 
39.00 
 
1 
 
39.00 
 
1.12 
 
.306 
Error (Time) 521.94 15 34.80   
Adaptive Skills Composite 
Time*School Type 
 
5.79 
 
1 
 
5.79 
 
.392 
 
.541 
Error (Time) 221.22 15 14.75   
Note. p < .05 
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Table 13 
Summary of Means and Standard Deviations for General Education Teacher Reports at 
Post-test  
Subscale Mean Standard Deviation N 
Hyperactivity 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
53.50 
69.50 
 
7.29 
16.96 
 
6 
8 
Aggression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
51.17 
72.25 
 
4.99 
26.17 
 
6 
8 
Conduct Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
51.17 
70.25 
 
4.36 
23.93 
 
6 
8 
Externalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
52.17 
71.88 
 
4.36 
23.01 
 
6 
8 
Anxiety 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
44.17 
41.88 
 
6.08 
2.95 
 
6 
8 
Depression 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
48.83 
54.13 
 
4.96 
11.18 
 
6 
8 
Somatization 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
47.00 
45.50 
 
5.06 
7.01 
 
6 
8 
Internalizing Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
46.17 
46.50 
 
5.64 
5.07 
 
6 
8 
Attention Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
59.50 
61.75 
 
9.20 
10.28 
 
6 
8 
Learning Problems 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
67.00 
57.00 
 
10.41 
8.49 
 
6 
8 
School Problems Composite 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
64.33 
60.00 
 
10.63 
9.73 
 
6 
8 
Atypicality 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
52.67 
65.50 
 
7.47 
16.91 
 
6 
8 
Withdrawal 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
60.17 
54.50 
 
6.49 
9.15 
 
6 
8 
Behavioral Symptoms Index 
Comparison School 
 
55.17 
 
5.19 
 
6 
261 
	  
	  
Treatment School 65.75 16.28 8 
Adaptability 
Comparison School 
Treatment School 
 
35.00 
40.88 
 
5.37 
12.63 
 
6 
8 
Social Skills 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
33.00 
41.63 
 
6.42 
10.90 
 
6 
8 
Leadership 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
34.33 
41.38 
 
6.50 
9.97 
 
6 
8 
Study Skills 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
34.67 
39.38 
 
7.92 
9.29 
 
6 
8 
Functional Communication 
Comparison School 
Treatment School  
 
37.67 
40.75 
 
4.84 
7.42 
 
6 
8 
Adaptive Composite 
Comparison  School  
Treatment School 
 
32.83 
39.63 
 
6.18 
10.90 
 
6 
8 
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Table 14 
Analysis of Variance Test on General Education Teacher Reports on the BASC-2 at Post-
test 
Subscale Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Hyperactivity Between  877.714 1 877.714 4.621 .053 
Within  2279.500 12 189.958   
Aggression Between  1524.024 1 1524.024 3.718 .078 
Within  4918.333 12 409.861   
Conduct 
Problems 
Between  1248.595 1 1248.595 3.652 .080 
Within  4102.333 12 341.861   
Externalizing 
Composite 
Between  1331.720 1 1331.720 4.206 .063 
Within  3799.708 12 316.642   
Anxiety Between  18.006 1 18.006 .879 .367 
Within  245.708 12 20.476   
Depression Between  96.006 1 96.006 1.155 .304 
Within  997.708 12 83.142   
Somatization Between  7.714 1 7.714 .194 .668 
Within  478.000 12 39.833   
Internalizing 
Composite 
Between  .381 1 .381 .013 .909 
Within  338.833 12 28.236   
Attention 
Problems 
Between  17.357 1 17.357 .179 .680 
Within  1163.000 12 96.917   
Learning 
Problems 
Between  342.857 1 342.857 3.933 .071 
Within  1046.000 12 87.167   
School Problems Between  64.381 1 64.381 .629 .443 
Within  1227.333 12 102.278   
Atypicality Between  564.667 1 564.667 2.970 .110 
Within  2281.333 12 190.111   
Withdrawal Between  110.095 1 110.095 1.658 .222 
Within  796.833 12 66.403   
Behavioral 
Symptoms  
Between  384.024 1 384.024 2.315 .154 
Within  1990.333 12 165.861   
Adaptability Between  118.339 1 118.339 1.126 .309 
Within  1260.875 12 105.073   
Social Skills Between  255.054 1 255.054 2.949 .112 
Within  1037.875 12 86.490   
Leadership Between  170.006 1 170.006 2.249 .160 
Within  907.208 12 75.601   
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Study Skills Between  76.006 1 76.006 .994 .338 
Within  917.208 12 76.434   
Functional 
Communication 
Between  32.595 1 32.595 .778 .395 
Within  502.833 12 41.903   
Adaptive Skills 
Composite 
Between  158.149 1 158.149 1.856 .198 
Within  1022.708 12 85.226   
Note. p < .05 
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Table 15 
Tests of School Type by Teacher Type Interactions for Post-test Teacher Reports on the 
BASC-2 
Subscale Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Hyperactivity 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1023.00 
 
1 
 
1023.00 
 
6.074 
 
.020* 
Error  4547.26 27 168.417   
Aggression 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1348.77 
 
1 
 
1348.77 
 
4.228 
 
.050* 
Error 8613.76 27 319.028   
Conduct Problems 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1008.38 
 
1 
 
1008.38 
 
4.259 
 
.049* 
Error 6392.10 27 236.74   
Externalizing Composite 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1204.03 
 
1 
 
1204.03 
 
5.064 
 
.033* 
Error 6419.71 27 237.77   
Anxiety 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1371.33 
 
1 
 
1371.33 
 
25.44 
 
.000* 
Error 1455.46 27 53.91   
Depression 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1512.12 
 
1 
 
1512.12 
 
15.90 
 
.000* 
Error 2567.58 27 95.096   
Somatization 
School*Teacher Type 
 
924.013 
 
1 
 
924.013 
 
11.05 
 
.003* 
Error 2257.50 27 83.611   
Internalizing Composite 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1835.56 
 
1 
 
1835.56 
 
28.46 
 
.000* 
Error  1741.71 27 64.508   
Attention Problems 
School*Teacher Type 
 
132.46 
 
1 
 
132.46 
 
1.906 
 
.179 
Error 1875.89 27 69.477   
Learning Problems 
School*Teacher Type 
 
34.448 
 
1 
 
34.448 
 
.389 
 
.538 
Error 2390.76 27 88.547   
School Problems Composite 
School*Teacher Type 
 
7.791 
 
1 
 
7.791 
 
.096 
 
.759 
Error 2189.72 27 81.10   
Atypicality 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1482.53 
 
1 
 
1482.53 
 
7.651 
 
.010* 
Error 5231.72 27 102.37   
Withdrawal 
School*Teacher Type 
 
15.965 
 
1 
 
15.965 
 
.156 
 
.696 
Error 2763.93 27 102.37   
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Behavioral Symptoms Index 
School*Teacher Type 
 
1087.58 
 
1 
 
1087.58 
 
8.744 
 
.006* 
Error 3358.21 27 124.38   
Adaptability 
School*Teacher Type 
 
18.176 
 
1 
 
18.176 
 
.225 
 
.639 
Error 2176.43 27 80.61   
Social Skills 
School*Teacher Type 
 
508.92 
 
1 
 
508.92 
 
8.240 
 
.008* 
Error 1667.64 27 61.76   
Leadership 
School*Teacher Type 
 
381.01 
 
1 
 
381.01 
 
6.596 
 
.016* 
Error 1559.60 27 57.76   
Study Skills 
School*Teacher Type 
 
80.395 
 
1 
 
80.395 
 
1.480 
 
.234 
Error 1466.93 27 54.331   
Functional Communication 
School*Teacher Type 
 
5.895 
 
1 
 
5.895 
 
.116 
 
.736 
Error 1368.26 27 50.676   
Adaptive Skills Composite 
School*Teacher Type 
 
147.38 
 
1 
 
147.38 
 
2.40 
 
.133 
Error  1657.76 27 61.399   
Note. p < .05	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Social/Behavioral IRB – Exempt Review Deemed 
Exempt 
DATE: January 16, 2014 
TO: Dr. Tom Pierce, Educational & 
Clinical Studies FROM: Office of Research 
Integrity – Human Subjects RE: Notification of 
IRB Action 
Protocol Title: Effects of Cooperation Games on Social Interaction of 
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 
Protocol # 1312-4660M 
 
 
 
This memorandum is notification that the project referenced above has been reviewed as 
indicated in Federal regulatory statutes 45CFR46 and deemed exempt under 45 CFR 
46.101(b)1. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Upon Approval, the research team is responsible for conducting the research as stated in 
the exempt application reviewed by the ORI – HS and/or the IRB which shall include 
using the most recently submitted Informed Consent/Assent Forms (Information Sheet) 
and recruitment materials. The official versions of these forms are indicated by footer 
which contains the date exempted. 
 
Any changes to the application may cause this project to require a different level of 
IRB review. Should any changes need to be made, please submit a Modification 
Form.  When the above- referenced project has been completed, please submit a 
Continuing Review/Progress Completion report to notify ORI – HS of its 
closure. 
 
If you have questions or require any assistance, please contact the Office of 
Research Integrity - Human Subjects at IRB@unlv.edu or call 895-2794. 
Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects 
4505 Maryland Parkway • Box 451047 • Las Vegas, 
Nevada 89154-1047 (702) 895-2794 • FAX: (702) 
895-0805  
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• Developed	  a	  project	  website	  accessible	  to	  early	  childhood	  educators.	  	  	  
	  
School	  Social	  Worker	  
Gurdon	  S.	  Hubbard	  High	  School/Wadsworth	  Elementary	  School,	  
Chicago	  Public	  Schools;	  Chicago,	  IL	  
	  
	  
Aug.	  2009-­‐
Aug.	  2010	  
	  
Supported	  the	  Tier	  2	  Behavioral	  Health	  support	  model	  within	  the	  Chicago	  Public	  
Schools	  at	  the	  Elementary	  and	  High	  School	  levels.	  	  
• Developed	  a	  social/emotional	  curriculum	  alongside	  a	  general	  education	  English	  teacher	  to	  provide	  universal	  supports	  for	  students;	  curriculum	  allowed	  for	  students	  with	  disabilities	  to	  have	  social	  work	  related	  services	  provided	  in	  the	  least	  restrictive	  environment.	  	  
• Acting	  Field	  Instructor	  for	  Social	  Work	  intern	  (responsible	  for	  training,	  engaging	  in	  practice,	  and	  evaluating	  intern’s	  performance).	  	  
• Implemented	  Tier	  2	  Interventions	  including	  Cognitive	  Behavioral	  Interventions	  for	  Trauma	  in	  Schools	  (CBITS)	  and	  Anger-­‐Coping	  at	  the	  Elementary	  and	  High	  School	  levels.	  	  
• Conducted	  Professional	  Development	  session	  on	  Response	  to	  Intervention.	  
	  
	  
School	  Social	  Worker	  
William	  Rainey	  Harper	  High	  School/Robert	  Fulton	  Elementary	  
School,	  Chicago	  Public	  Schools;	  Chicago,	  IL	  	  
Aug.	  2008-­‐
June	  2009	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Supported	  the	  Turnaround	  School	  model	  within	  the	  Chicago	  Public	  Schools	  at	  the	  
Elementary	  and	  High	  School	  levels.	  
• Participated	  in	  School	  Based	  Team	  meetings	  to	  develop	  and	  track	  interventions	  for	  students	  presenting	  with	  academic,	  behavioral,	  or	  social/emotional	  concerns	  in	  the	  educational	  setting.	  	  
• Certified	  in	  administering	  the	  CANS	  Assessment	  (Child	  and	  Adolescent	  Needs	  and	  Strengths).	  	  
• Implemented	  Tier	  2	  Interventions	  including	  CBITS	  (Cognitive	  Behavioral	  Interventions	  for	  Trauma	  in	  Schools)	  and	  Check	  In-­‐Check	  Out.	  	  
• Served	  as	  a	  classroom	  management	  coach	  to	  teachers.	  	  
• Conducted	  Professional	  Development	  session	  on	  building	  positive	  classroom	  climates	  at	  the	  Elementary	  and	  High	  School	  levels.	  
	  
	  
School	  Social	  Worker	  
Irene	  King	  Elementary	  School,	  Valley	  View	  School	  District	  365U;	  
Romeoville,	  IL	  
	  
Aug.	  2006-­‐
June	  2008	  
Assisted	  school’s	  leadership	  team	  in	  designing	  a	  plan	  for	  service	  delivery	  under	  the	  
district-­‐wide	  implementation	  of	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  (RtI)	  and	  Positive	  
Behavioral	  Interventions	  and	  Supports	  (PBIS).	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• Served	  as	  school’s	  internal	  coach	  for	  implementation	  of	  RtI	  and	  PBIS.	  
• Conducted	  teacher	  trainings	  in	  data-­‐based	  decision	  making.	  	  
• Piloted	  a	  program	  with	  a	  local	  counseling	  agency	  to	  provide	  social/emotional	  support	  services	  to	  40	  students	  during	  school	  hours	  at	  no	  cost	  to	  families	  or	  the	  school.	  	  
• Chaired	  district	  Provider	  Fair	  committee	  to	  establish	  relationships	  with	  local	  resources;	  attended	  Local	  Area	  Network	  (LAN)	  meetings;	  designed	  resource	  manual	  for	  district	  personnel.	  	  
• Recognized	  by	  the	  Valley	  View	  Educational	  Enrichment	  Foundation	  for	  contributions	  to	  students	  in	  the	  district.	  	  
• Recipient	  of	  the	  “2008	  Support	  Award”	  from	  Choices	  After-­‐School	  Program.	  	  
• Recipient	  of	  the	  “Distinguished	  Community	  Partnership	  Award”	  from	  Bridges	  to	  a	  New	  Day,	  Not	  for	  Profit.	  	  
• Member	  of	  Student	  Resource,	  Instructional	  Decision	  Making,	  and	  PBIS	  Teams;	  Earth	  Day,	  Family	  Fun	  Night,	  and	  Math	  Night	  Committees.	  	  
• Implemented	  school-­‐wide	  Bully	  Prevention	  Program;	  wrote	  grant	  for	  social-­‐skills	  training	  and	  peer	  mediation	  to	  assist	  students	  in	  kindergarten	  through	  fifth	  grades.	  
	  
School	  Social	  Work	  Intern	  
Richard	  T.	  Crane	  Tech	  Prep	  High	  School,	  Chicago	  Public	  Schools;	  
Chicago,	  IL	  	  
Aug.	  2005-­‐
June	  2006	  
Assisted	  Intern	  Supervisor	  with	  caseload	  management	  and	  group	  facilitation.	  
• Participated	  in	  developing	  school’s	  crisis	  plan.	  
• Held	  individual	  caseload	  of	  20	  students	  and	  led	  a	  High	  School	  success	  group	  with	  6	  freshmen.	  	  
• Assisted	  Case	  Manager	  with	  Special	  Education	  audit	  preparation.	  
• Conducted	  social	  assessment	  interviews	  and	  presented	  at	  IEP	  meetings.	  
	  
	  
Assistant	  Program	  Director	  
North	  Central	  College	  Junior/Senior	  Scholars	  Program;	  
Naperville,	  IL	  	  
June	  2004-­‐
Aug.	  2010	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Supervised	  and	  trained	  pre-­‐service	  teachers	  in	  their	  work	  with	  students	  from	  two	  
high-­‐needs	  communities.	  
• Conducted	  tutoring	  and	  mentoring	  training	  with	  undergraduate	  college	  students.	  
• Internship	  Coordinator	  for	  High	  School	  students.	  
• Supervised	  and	  evaluated	  pre-­‐service	  teachers,	  college	  tutors,	  and	  students.	  
	  
	  
High	  School	  Student	  “Coach”	  
Associated	  Colleges	  of	  Illinois	  (ACI)	  College-­‐Readiness	  Program;	  
Aug.	  2004-­‐
Aug.	  2010	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Chicago,	  IL	  	   	  
• Led	  a	  group	  of	  25	  students	  through	  their	  High	  School	  careers	  in	  test-­‐taking,	  study	  skills,	  and	  goal-­‐oriented	  curriculum.	  
• Assisted	  staff	  with	  disciplinary	  issues,	  student	  counseling,	  and	  family	  challenges.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Foundation	  Year	  Field	  Placement	  Internship	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
ChildLink;	  Chicago,	  IL	  	  	  
	  
	  
Aug.	  2004-­‐
May	  2005	  
	  
• Individual	  and	  Group	  Counselor.	  	  
• Educational	  Liaison	  for	  Department	  of	  Children	  and	  Family	  Services	  (DCFS)	  wards	  of	  the	  states;	  advocated	  for	  appropriate	  educational	  services	  and	  settings.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
Internship	  in	  Urban	  Education	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
North	  Central	  College	  Junior/Senior	  Scholars	  Program;	  
Naperville,	  IL	  	  	  
June	  2003-­‐
Aug.	  2003	  
• High	  School	  English	  Teacher.	  
• Developed	  lesson	  plans,	  curriculum,	  student	  literary	  magazine,	  and	  parent	  orientation.	  
• Established	  classroom	  management	  procedures	  and	  routines.	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
	  
PUBLICATIONS	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  &	  Baker,	  J.	  N.	  (in	  preparation).	  Analysis	  of	  restraint	  and	  seclusion	  policies	  and	  legislation	  across	  states:	  Adherence	  to	  recommended	  principles.	  Target	  journal:	  Exceptional	  Children.	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  Hart,	  J.	  L.,	  Nelson,	  L.,	  Love,	  J.,	  Baxter,	  C.	  M.,	  Gartin,	  B.,	  &	  Whitby,	  P.	  J.	  S.	  (2014).	  Guiding	  IEP	  teams	  on	  meeting	  the	  least	  restrictive	  environment	  mandate.	  Intervention	  in	  School	  and	  Clinic.	  doi: 10.1177/1053451214532345 	  Whitby,	  P.	  J.	  S.,	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  McIntire,	  J.,	  &	  Wienke,	  W.	  (2013).	  Advocating	  for	  students	  with	  disabilities	  at	  the	  school	  level:	  Tips	  for	  special	  education	  teachers.	  
TEACHING	  Exceptional	  Children,	  45(5),	  32-­‐39.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
290 
	  
	  
PROFESSIONAL	  PRESENTATIONS	  	  
NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL	  
	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2014,	  April).	  Teambuilding:	  An	  inclusive	  strategy	  for	  CLD	  learners	  with	  
emotional	  disturbance.	  Poster	  to	  be	  presented	  at	  the	  Division	  of	  Diverse	  and	  Exceptional	  Learners	  Student	  Research	  Forum	  at	  the	  Annual	  Conference	  for	  the	  Council	  for	  Exceptional	  Children,	  Philadelphia,	  PA.	  	  	  	  Howerter,	  C.	  S.,	  &	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2012,	  May).	  Co-­‐teaching	  models	  for	  pre-­‐service	  teacher	  
education:	  Reframing	  the	  ability	  in	  disability.	  Paper	  presented	  at	  the	  12th	  Annual	  Second	  City	  International	  Conference	  Disability	  Studies	  in	  Education,	  New	  York,	  New	  York.	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  &	  Ringer,	  J.	  (2011,	  November).	  Exploring	  various	  dynamics	  of	  GLBTQ	  
populations:	  Factors	  of	  race,	  poverty,	  disability,	  and	  religion.	  Poster	  presented	  at	  the	  National	  Association	  for	  Multicultural	  Education	  Annual	  Conference,	  Chicago,	  IL.	  	  Ringer,	  J.,	  &	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2011,	  November).	  Supporting	  gay,	  lesbian,	  bisexual,	  
transgendered,	  and	  questioning	  (GLBTQ)	  populations	  in	  high	  school	  settings:	  A	  
multidisciplinary	  approach.	  Poster	  presented	  at	  the	  National	  Association	  for	  Multicultural	  Education	  Annual	  Conference,	  Chicago,	  IL.	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2011,	  May).	  The	  impact	  of	  legal	  requirements	  on	  special	  education	  
teachers.	  Poster	  session	  at	  the	  Council	  for	  Exceptional	  Children	  Annual	  Conference:	  TED	  Kaleidoscope	  Session,	  National	  Harbor,	  MD.	  	  Smitter,	  C.	  L.,	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  &	  Young,	  A.	  (2003,	  November).	  New	  forms,	  new	  faces:	  A	  
mentoring	  program	  for	  students	  from	  elementary	  school	  through	  college.	  Poster	  presented	  at	  the	  International	  Leadership	  Conference,	  Guadalajara,	  Mexico.	  	  
STATE/LOCAL/REGIONAL	  
	  Florence,	  K.,	  Hart,	  J.,	  Kaalberg,	  K.,	  &	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2012,	  August).	  College	  of	  education	  
new	  graduate	  student	  orientation.	  Panel	  presentation	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Nevada,	  Las	  Vegas.	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2012,	  March).	  Exploring	  various	  dynamics	  of	  GLBTQ	  populations:	  Factors	  
of	  race,	  poverty,	  disability,	  and	  religion.	  Poster	  session	  presented	  at	  the	  Graduate	  and	  Professional	  Student	  Research	  Forum,	  Las	  Vegas,	  NV.	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.,	  Hart,	  J.,	  Byington,	  T.,	  Nguyen,	  N.,	  Hsiao,	  Y.,	  Sparks,	  S.,	  Diamond,	  L.,	  &	  Mancl,	  D.	  (2012,	  February).	  Successfully	  navigating	  the	  stages	  of	  doctoral	  
study:	  Doctoral	  colloquium.	  Panel	  presentation	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Nevada,	  Las	  Vegas.	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2007,	  July).	  Resource	  fair:	  Building	  effective	  community	  partnerships.	  Presentation	  at	  the	  Illinois	  Positive	  Behavior	  Interventions	  and	  Supports	  (PBIS)	  Network	  Summer	  Conference,	  Naperville,	  IL.	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2004,	  May).	  Enquiring	  minds	  want	  “to	  do.”	  Panel	  presentation	  at	  the	  Tutor/Mentor	  Exchange	  Annual	  Conference,	  Chicago,	  IL.	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TRAINING	  IN	  GRANT	  DEVELOPMENT	  	  
	  
Doctoral	  Coursework:	  ESP	  789	  –	  Grant	  Writing	  for	  the	  Human	  Services	  	  
• Submitted	  a	  grant	  proposal	  (Project	  TEAMBUILD:	  Training	  Educators	  and	  Middleschoolers	  to	  Become	  Unified	  through	  Inclusive	  Leadership	  Development)	  as	  a	  final	  course	  assignment	  including	  budget,	  timeline,	  and	  personnel,	  management,	  and	  evaluation	  plans.	  	  
• Developed	  a	  logic	  model	  to	  depict	  the	  program	  theory.	  	  	  
	  
	  
PROFESSIONAL	  ORGANIZATIONS	  
	  
President	  of	  the	  Student	  Chapter	  of	  CEC	  at	  UNLV	  
• Developed	  a	  mission	  for	  the	  organization.	  	  
• Facilitated	  and	  lead	  board	  meetings.	  	  
• Fundraised	  to	  support	  UNLV	  student	  research,	  publications,	  and	  presentations	  that	  coincide	  with	  the	  organization’s	  mission.	  	  
Student	  member	  of	  the	  Council	  for	  Exceptional	  Children	  
(CEC)	  
Student	  member	  of	  the	  National	  Association	  for	  
Multicultural	  Education	  (NAME)	  
	  
Student	  member	  of	  the	  American	  Educational	  Research	  
Association	  (AERA)	  	  
	  
President	  Elect	  of	  the	  Student	  Chapter	  of	  CEC	  at	  UNLV	  
	  
	  	  2012	  –	  present	  	  	  	  	  2011	  –	  present	  2011	  –	  present	  	  	  2013	  –	  present	  	  	  2011	  –	  2012	  
	  	  	   	  
SERVICE	  	   	   	   	   	   	  Volunteer	  in	  First	  Grade	  Classroom,	  Jeffers	  Elementary	  School	  Las	  Vegas,	  NV	  	  Volunteer	  Camp	  Counselor	  at	  Camp	  TLC	  for	  Children	  with	  Autism	  Las	  Vegas,	  NV	  
	  2011	  –	  2012	  	  Summer	  2011	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COURSES	  TAUGHT	  
	  
Course	  	   Semester	   Evaluation	  
	  
Undergraduate	   	   	  
EDSP	  411:	  Students	  with	  Disabilities	  in	  General	  Education	  Settings	   Spring	  2012	   4.9/5.0	  
EDSP	  431:	  Legal	  Aspects	  of	  Special	  Education	   Spring	  2013	   4.5/5.0	  
EDSP	  441:	  Characteristics	  and	  Inclusive	  Strategies	  for	  Students	  with	  Mild/Moderate	  Disabilities	  	  
Fall	  2012	   4.6/5.0	  
Graduate	   	   	  
ESP	  701:	  Introduction	  to	  Special	  Education	  and	  Legal	  Issues	   Spring	  2012	   4.6/5.0	  
ESP	  722:	  Multicultural	  Perspectives	  in	  Special	  Education	  	   Summer	  and	  Fall	  2013;	  Spring	  and	  Summer	  2014	   4.0/5.0	  
PROFESSIONAL	  DEVELOPMENT	  SESSIONS	  
	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2009,	  September).	  Wadsworth	  elementary	  school:	  New	  referral	  process	  
and	  understanding	  changing	  roles.	  Wadsworth	  Elementary	  School	  -­‐	  Chicago	  Public	  Schools,	  Chicago,	  IL.	  	  	  Marx,	  T.	  A.	  (2008,	  September).	  Changing	  negative	  stressors	  into	  positive	  outcomes.	  Hubbard	  High	  School	  -­‐	  Chicago	  Public	  Schools,	  Chicago,	  IL.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
HONORS	  AND	  AWARDS	  	  2013-­‐2014	  School	  Year	   Dean’s	  Scholarship	  in	  Engaged	  Research,	  University	  of	  Nevada,	  	   	   	   Las	  Vegas	  (Awarded:	  $30,000)	  2013-­‐2014	  School	  Year	   Edward	  Pierson	  Scholarship	  Recipient	  (Awarded:	  $1,000)	  2012-­‐2013	  School	  Year	   Dean’s	  Scholarship	  in	  Engaged	  Research,	  University	  of	  Nevada,	  	   	   	   Las	  Vegas	  (Awarded:	  $30,000)	  March	  2012	   	   	   Honorable	  Mention	  Poster	  Presentation	  at	  the	  Graduate	  and	  	   	   	   Professional	  Student	  Research	  Forum,	  University	  of	  Nevada,	  	   	   	   Las	  Vegas	  May	  2008	   	   	   Distinguished	  Community	  Partner	  Award,	  Bridges	  to	  a	  New	  	   	   	   Day,	  Not	  for	  Profit,	  Bolingbrook,	  IL	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PROFESSIONAL	  TRAINING	  AND	  DEVELOPMENT/LANGUAGES	  
University	  of	  Nevada,	  Las	  Vegas	  -­‐	  Graduate	  College	  Research	  Certificate	  
• Certification	  in	  ethical	  practices	  in	  research	  and	  publication.	  	  
Illinois	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  
• School	  Social	  Work	  Certificate:	  Type	  73	  -­‐	  #2252178	  
Fluent,	  Conversational	  Spanish	  
• Proficient	  level	  of	  reading,	  writing,	  and	  speaking	  to	  communicate	  with	  Latino	  populations.	  	  
Flex	  West	  Consortium	  (Illinois	  PBIS	  Network)	  
• Trained	  in	  implementing	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  (RtI)	  and	  Positive	  Behavioral	  Interventions	  and	  Supports	  (PBIS).	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